One Woman's Opinion/ Mrs. Judie Brown 
What Happened to Koop? | 


Mrs. Judie Brown is President of American Life League. 


United States Surgeon General C. Everett Koop's poorly reasoned four-page letter to 
President Reagan on the physical, mental and social aftereffects of induced abortion on women 
ignores the most elementary canons of scientific inquiry. 

When Dr. Koop wrote in 1976 and 1979, he reported as a medical fact that induced 
abortion caused physical, emotional and social harm. Now, as Surgeon General, he claims that he 
needs a $100 million five-year study for conclusive proof to answer such questions. His staff 
now comments that his prior writings were only Dr. Koop's private opinions. He did not issue 
that caveat then. Why should he be believed now? 

Dr. Koop told the President that "There never has been a prospective study on a cohort of 
women of childbearing age in reference to the variable outcomes of mating." Oh? I have a copy 
of one from his National Institute of Child Health and Human Development, published in 
January 1981, entitled, "Prospective Study of the Outcome of Pregnancy Subsequent to Previous 
Induced Abortion." 

This study, which he claims doesn't exist, showed the adverse risk ratios for women who 
aborted their first pregnancy versus women who carried their first pregnancy to term .... How is it 
that a Virginia housewife has more information than the Surgeon General of the United States 
with his vast resources of"professionals" at U.S. Public Health Service? what is Dr. Koop hiding 
from the American public? 

His abortion letter to the President claimed that every one of the nearly 250 studies 
dealing with the mental health effects of abortion is "flawed methodologically." When were they 
published? Was he talking about articles in supermarket tabloids, magazines for the lovelorn, or 
peer review journals which routinely screen articles by professional "referees" and are on file in 
the National Library of Medicine? No one knows. Dr. Koop is not providing a bibliography .... 

In light of the above, why should we trust Dr. Koop and his entourage of U.S. Public 
Health professionals, who gave us the swine flu vaccine which succeeded in paralyzing many 
Americans, or the Centers for Disease Control physicians who likened pre-born children to 
venereal diseases, or other CDC personnel who have been abortion advocates and plaintiffs in 
the 1973 Supreme Court decisions? 

He doesn't even tell us how many medical articles, if any, he and his staff reviewed and 
evaluated regarding the physical complications of abortion. what standards did he use? Again, he 
doesn't tell .... 

In 1986 both as a physician and as Surgeon General he rejected the demand that 
conclusive proof of harm to nonsmokers was needed before public action could be taken. Why 
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does he change the public policy rules when dealing with sex? He used to call the reported 1.5 
million children aborted per year the biggest preventable cause of death among Americans. Now 
he claims it is the estimated 300,000 who die from smoking .... 

President Bush should appoint a real commission on the medical, social, and 
psychological effects of abortion. This commission should study and critique in public the 
available evidence on this problem that won't go away. 

Dr. Koop may feel that his four-page letter is sufficient and surely the abortion industry 
would concur. What other explanation can there be for issuing the letter on the same date as the 
Supreme Court's decision to hear arguments in the Webster v. Reproductive Health Services Inc. 
case? 

Women across America deserve far more than Koop's professional evasion of a tragedy 
that he has now compounded. 


Model, or Muddle? 

Kirk Kidwell's "A Tale of Two States" in the January 30th issue of THE NEW 
AMERICAN accurately portrays the dilemma of AIDS and the legislative/political responses to 
this deadly disease. But "Colorado's Successful Approach" should have been entitled "Colorado's 
Almost Successful Approach," because Colorado's AIDS legislation is like a holographic print; it 
can only be seen by tilting it to the left. It is a dialectical diversion from a true AIDS medical 
control bill. Your readers may be interested in a first-person account of the odyssey of 
Colorado's AIDS legislation. I personally drafted Colorado's first model AIDS control bill in 
1986 when I served as an elected State Representative. 

Colorado's current so-called model AIDS legislation is a fraud perpetrated on an 
unsuspecting citizenry and its gullible legislature by a scheming, licentious group made up of 
media, state health administrators, and their deviant connections. Offered in 1986, Colorado's 
first AIDS bill (HB 1290) was the true medical control bill as described by Mr. Kidwell's article. 
However, I killed my own bill, with the support of 36 honest colleagues, after it had been 
amended in the Senate through the devious intervention of Dr. Tom Vernon, Director of the 
Colorado Department of Health, and his agents. 

Colorado HB 1177, which was passed in 1987, under the sponsorship of liberal 
Republican Dottie Wham, hardly resembles HB 1290 of 1986. It is essentially the dialectical 
amendments alluded to earlier. Dottie Wham had voted against the original HB1290 every time 
in 1986. These amendments essentially allow the Colorado Department of Health to conduct 
AIDS sex education as visualized by Dr. Vernon and his cohorts, a power that Dr. Vernon had 
insisted upon since the original bill's inception. Presently under Colorado's AIDS sex education 
program, the health department instructors are at work in our state's public schools disseminating 
their putrid concept of acceptable AIDS information. Incorporated in this act is an authority that 
should not be granted to the Colorado Department of Health; nor should such authority ever be 
granted to any government agency, especially when financed by unconstitutional federal 
funding. 

Moreover, the use of confidentiality is a sucker's trap designed to prevent a true victim of 
AIDS infection -- say, through tainted blood -- from suing for damages. The identity of AIDS 
carriers is locked away even from our courts, a violation of Article III of the U.S. Constitution. 

The Colorado AIDS or HIV legislation is a mirage. It is held up as an embodiment of true 
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AIDS medical control, at the discretion of the Colorado State Department of Health. In reality, it 
is a subversive effort to corrupt the morals of our innocent children and their teachers, and 
additionally to protect the purveyors of this deadly disease. 

There is hope only if a conscientious effort is made in every state to avoid the devious 
legislation pushed through by gay-rights advocates. When Americans finally awake to their peril, 
their wrath will be so powerful that there will be no place to hide for the perpetrators of this evil. 
May God have mercy on our souls. 

DALE E. ERICKSON 
Englewood, Colorado 


Celebration or Repentance? 

January 22nd came and went, and we had a lot of talk and demonstrating both for and 
against the 1973 Supreme Court ruling, Roe v. Wade, the decision that legalized abortion. If 
those 22 to 24 million aborted babies have liberated as many women as has been claimed, then 
Roe v. Wade and abortion on demand have liberated more people than the Emancipation 
Proclamation of 1863. Maybe we should proclaim January 22nd a national holiday. 

On the other hand, if the destruction of those 22 to 24 million fetuses really is what the 
Right to Life people charge that it is, "murder of the unborn," then it has got to be the worst 
slaughter in the history of North America. In that case, maybe we should make it a day of 
national mourning and repentance. 

RAYMOND C. WILSON 
San Juan Bautista, California 


Biblical Basis for Rescues 

I am responding to the quotes attributed to Chalcedon president Rousas John Rushdoony, 
[on the "Free Press" page of] your February 13, 1989 issue, on the subject of Operation Rescue. 
He claims that, "from one end of the Bible to the other, no warrant can be found for this 
methodology." He's referring to the methods employed by Operation Rescue in blocking access 
to abortion mills for the purpose of keeping women from having their babies killed. He does not 
say, however, that nowhere in the Bible is there evidence of Christians breaking the civil law, 
which essentially is what Operation Rescue is all about. He can't say that, because he knows full 
well that many, many followers of Jesus Christ, including the Apostle Paul, spent a great deal of 
time in jail, precisely because they had broken the civil -- or man-made -- law. In fact, there are 
passages in the Bible where we are exhorted to disobey the law when it conflicts with God's 
laws. The pages of history are filled with examples of Christians whose devotion to God's law 
brought them into such conflict with man's laws that they paid the ultimate penalty -- they lost 
their lives, martyred for their faith. 

I also disagree with Rev. Rushdoony's conclusion that "the actions of rescuers betray a 
lack of faith." It is just that, their strong faith in God, that has given them the determination to 
stand up to the evil of abortion in such a way that the conscience of America is finally being 
awakened. For 16 years now, the American people have progressively become more and more 
disinterested in the horror of abortion on demand. Never has there been such discussion, such 
debate, as there has been since Operation Rescue came upon the scene. I wish to God that there 
had been such strong Christians to do the same thing during the Nazi Holocaust. 

According to Rev. Rushdoony's logic, the Christians who lived in Germany during that 
period were actually exhibiting great faith by silently sitting by, doing nothing. If that is the case, 
why has there been such a worldwide outcry at their inexcusable silence in the face of such 
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atrocity? Weren't they merely putting their trust in God, hoping that somehow He would deliver 
the Jews? On the other hand, why are people like Corrie Ten Boom and her family revered today 
as Christians who /ived their faith? They broke the law of the land by hiding Jews in their homes 
and ended by going into concentration camps themselves. Were they wrong? Were they being 
disobedient to God? 

I believe that God has commanded us to be doers of the Word, not merely hearers. If that 
includes doing something "unlawful" in order to try to save those who are being led to the 
slaughter, then that is what I must do. Participating in Operation Rescue, along with my brothers 
and sisters in Christ (of all denominations), has strengthened my faith in God. It has caused me 
to love them in a way that never happened while merely sharing a church pew, or by attending a 
Christian retreat or seminar. I am learning, by watching the actions of these brave people, what 
Jesus meant when He said, "Greater love has no man than this, that he lay down his life." 

Maybe the good Reverend is not suited to taking part in such an undertaking as Operation 
Rescue. That is his decision to make. But to criticize those who do as using non-Christian and 
revolutionary tactics makes me very, very sad. However, I do the only thing I can do in situations 
like these. I will pray that God changes his heart and touches him in exactly the same way that 
He has touched me -- hopefully with the same results. Maybe someday he too will become a 
"rescuer." 

JENNIE MARONEY 
Framingham, Massachusetts 


Heroic Monks 

It is worthwhile to add a point to Fr. James Thornton's letter to the editor, "Heroic 
Resistance," in the January 30th issue of THE NEW AMERICAN, on the relations between 
Orthodox Christianity and Communism. Nobody can ever deny that the Patriarch of Moscow, 
Pimen, as well as his predecessors, Sergii and Alexii, and most of the modern Soviet Church 
hierarchy appear more like the servants of the Communist Party and KGB, rather than God, since 
the infamous 1927 Declaration of loyalty to Bolshevism. 

It is also well known, however, that a vast number of the Orthodox priests balancing 
between due respect to Church authorities and their own consciences, cannot be held responsible 
for this subservience of the Church to the Bolshevist state. Orthodox clergy have been vigorously 
prosecuted under the most recent Soviet rulers; to mention only one, Deacon Vladimir Rousak 
was sentenced to seven years in labor camps for writing a book on this very subject, the Church 
and the Soviets. 

Besides the bishops and the priests, there is another vital component of Russian 
Orthodoxy, hardly existing in the USSR under current conditions, the monastics. Monasteries 
preserved the culture and the faith through the ages, and gave birth to the 19th century 
renaissance of spiritual life in Russia. No wonder that Bolsheviks keep their population under 
strict control: It's more difficult to become a monk or a nun then a member of the Academy of 
Science (the latter is guaranteed an excellent food ration). 

MARK MARKISH 
Acton, Massachusetts 


Secretary Hiss 
Alger Hiss was Secretary General of the United Nations Conference on International 
Organization as you will see by [the enclosed document]. This is perhaps even worse than having 
been the first permanent Secretary General of the resulting United Nations as he and a passel of 
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others like him laid down the law for subsequent officials to follow. 
JAMES W. McCARTY 
Dallas, Texas 


FRONT PAGE U.S.-Soviet 


Educational Exchanges 


Heart-warming, human interest stories, featuring bubbly Russian youngsters visiting 
American schoolchildren, are becoming an increasingly common occurrence on the nightly news 
and day-time documentary programs. Such programming might show Soviet moppets ogling 
American computers and joyously wolfing down Coke and pizza; returning American students 
enthusing over the delights of the USSR and the wonderful new Soviet friends they met; a Soviet 
official visiting a U.S. school; or a Russian educator who will be a guest teacher. These 
educational exchange programs, made to appear irresistible by the media, were initiated by 
Messrs. Reagan and Gorbachev at the 1985 Geneva Summit. 

The new spirit of détente has helped to reshape the public school curriculum from 
Bangor, Maine to San Diego, and from Nome, Alaska to Miami. But American youngsters are 
learning the wonders of perestroika in more places than just their classrooms. Their favorite 
entertainers and entertainment programs have become rooting sections for the "new détente." Mr. 
Rogers has treated his millions of avid young viewers to a week of programming from Moscow, 
as has ABC's popular high school sitcom, "Head of the Class." Muppets Kermit the Frog and 
Miss Piggy have joined Marlo Thomas and assorted rock stars in hosting a TV special involving 
a "space bridge" satellite hookup of Soviet and American kids. 

American youngsters who participate in U.S.-Soviet cultural-educational exchange 
programs are invariably taught a common theme: "See, the Russians are just like us. If we can 
just get to know and understand each other better, we can reduce our mutual distrust and improve 
chances for world peace." The problem is that, although the Russian people are in many respects 
like the American people, the Soviet leaders who rule over them are not. The U.S.-Soviet 
"exchange" programs are not fair exchanges. The Soviets who participate in these exchanges are 
not "just like us"; hey are not ordinary Russian citizens. Those "invited" to participate are the 
hand-picked representatives of a totalitarian empire; they are members of the nomenklatura, the 
privileged, exploitive, oppressive Soviet ruling class; they are thoroughly indoctrinated cadres 
and members in good standing of the ruling Communist Party (or, in the case of the children, 
members of the Communist youth organizations). The Soviet participants are "chaperoned" by 
KGB control officers to insure their loyalty to the approved party line. As is always the case, 
their families remain back in the USSR, subject to very unpleasant retribution should the Russian 
visitors defect to the West, or otherwise embarrass the Soviet regime. 

It is highly disingenuous to refer to these sham arrangements as "people-to-people 
exchanges." They are people-to-government exchanges. Real, average, ordinary Russian people 
would never be allowed to participate in these programs, and American visitors to the USSR 
would not be allowed to mix with ordinary Russian people, except in the most shallow and 
pedestrian manner. 

If the Soviet government were genuinely interested in promoting "understanding," it 
would permit private initiatives between the peoples of the United States and the Soviet Union 
and drop the police-state tactics. The Soviet leaders understand Americans very well. They 
certainly do not want to help naive Americans to better understand their prime objective for the 
peoples of the world. 
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That objective has been stated often and has been made abundantly clear by "Mr. 
Glasnost" himself. Concluding his speech on the occasion of the 70th anniversary of the 
Bolshevik Revolution, Gorbachev said: 

In October 1917, we parted with the Old World, rejecting it once and for all. We are 

moving toward a new world, the world of Communism. We shall never turn off 

that road. 

In order to bring about this world of Communism, the Soviets have killed tens of millions 
of their fellow citizens over the last 70 years. 

Primed For Conversion 

American students are as blissfully ignorant of the wonderful uniqueness of their own 
American heritage as they are of the atrocious, sanguinary record of the Communists. Because of 
this ignorance, they are susceptible to the propaganda of glasnost and perestroika. And they are 
likely to reject the founding principles of our Republic -- perhaps without even knowing it -- in 
favor of socialism. 

Many surveys in recent years have pointed out the glaring deficiencies in American 
students' knowledge of history and civics. The 1987 "Report Card" on history and literature by 
the National Assessment of Educational Progress found that 31.9 percent of high school juniors 
surveyed did not know that Columbus reached the New World before 1750; 39.1 percent did not 
know that the Constitution was written between 1750 and 1800; and 67.8 percent did not know 
that the Civil War was between 1850 and 1890. Only slightly more than half of the students were 
able to select Stalin from the multiple choice selection as the leader of the Soviet Union during 
World War II. Those questions merely test simple factual knowledge. When it comes to more 
complex issues, such as the principles that form the foundation of American constitutional 
government and our free society, the ignorance is even more abysmal. 

American students are subjected to an enormous amount of distortion and misinformation 
through their textbooks and other curriculum materials. Important historical events and 
personages are frequently ignored, trivialized or badly misrepresented, while national faults are 
emphasized and exaggerated. 

In 1986, after reviewing a number of high school history textbooks in popular use, Gary 
L. Bauer, then-Under Secretary of Education, blasted the American textbook industry for 
publishing books that are "quick to be hypercritical of American institutions while glossing over 
the intrinsic character of totalitarian governments" and that "suffer from amnesia, leaving out 
important facts and perspective." The sixth grade social studies text, The World to Present, 
published by D.C. Heath and Co., is such a text. It described the land of the gulag this way: 
"Today Siberia is a land of opportunity. Young Soviet workers go east much as young 
Americans go west to make their fortunes. The Soviet government encourages these young 
people to do so. It offers them better wages, longer holidays, and a life of adventure." The World 
to Present made no mention of the millions of hapless victims who have perished in the Siberian 
concentration camps, or of the millions more who are still held in brutal captivity in this "land of 
opportunity." The same text says: "The Communist party secretary is a little like the president of 
the United States," and it refers to the Soviet-controlled countries of Romania, Bulgaria, 
Yugoslavia and Albania as "independent nations." 

Ivan Knows What Johnny Doesn't 

While the prevailing trend in American education has been toward a more favorable 
presentation of the Soviet Union (and all other Communist countries as well), and a growing 
hesitancy to assert the superiority of the American system of government, Soviet state education 
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suffers no similar identity crisis or ideological ambivalence. Soviet youngsters are still taught to 
believe that "Amerika is the enemy." Gorbachev's much-publicized education "reform" 
notwithstanding, the central purpose of Soviet education continues to be the creation of "loyal 
Soviet citizens" through incessant indoctrination in Marxism-Leninism and the party line. 

The Communists have always recognized the importance of winning the hearts and minds 
of the young. Writing 12 years before the Bolshevik Revolution in Russia, on October 16, 1905, 
V. I. Lenin instructed the combat committee of the St. Petersburg revolutionary committee: 

What is needed is furious energy, and again more energy .... Go to the youth, gentlemen; 

that is the only remedy; otherwise -- I give you my word for it -- you will be too 

late (everything tells me that) ....Go to the youth. [Collected Works of Lenin, vol. 

9] 

This principle has been reiterated by the Soviet leadership down to the present day. 
According to Soviet education theorist Pinkevich (The Education in the Soviet Republic, 1929), 
"The aim is the indoctrination of the youth in the proletarian philosophy. In the works of the 
accepted program, the school must be not only a vehicle of the principles of communism in 
general, but also an instrument (for) ... training up a generation capable of finally establishing 
communism." 

On November 11, 1954, Pravda printed a Declaration of the Central Committee of the 
Communist Party SSR. Signed by Premier Khrushchev, the declaration proclaimed, "scientific 
and atheistic propaganda is an integral part of the Communist education of the working people, 
and has as its aim the dissemination of scientific, materialist knowledge among the masses and 
liberation of believers from the influence of religious prejudices." 

More recently, in an address to the plenary session of the Central Committee of the 
Communist Party, Premier Chernenko stated: "Today, all teaching should be, to a great extent, 
the vehicle for a plan of a vision of the universe. The vocation of the school is to form 
Marxist-Leninist convictions in students and develop consciousness of their responsibility for the 
destiny of the socialist homeland." (Pravda, April 10, 1984) 

In a speech covered by Pravda on April 13, 1984, Politburo member G. A. Alieva stated: 
"This work [education] should first of all be concerned with the formation of youth in the vision 
of a Marxist-Leninist world." Moreover, "each professor should be an ardent propagandist, who 
knows how to conquer the hearts and minds of our children." (Emphasis ours) Teachers in the 
Soviet Union must be members of the Communist Party, and must adhere strictly to the party 
line, using only the prescribed texts and materials. They are expected to persecute all religious 
believers. In Soviet Schools: A Lesson in Contradictions, a tract published by the New 
York-based Lithuanian Catholic Religious Aid organization, cites numerous recent examples of 
religious persecution in the schools, including beatings and other physical and verbal abuse. And 
it explains the general hostility of the Communist school system toward Christians: 

Imagine the plight of the child who discovers from the first day of school that he or she is 

an object of ridicule because the family believes in God. 

In Soviet-occupied Lithuania, which is still 67% Roman Catholic, a 

believing child faces this torment daily. Beyond this, such a child finds avenues to 

further opportunities closed. In the USSR, the school has been subverted, making 

it the major weapon of the Soviet state in undermining a child's freedom of 

conscience .... children and their parents face unremitting harassment by teachers, 

administrators and government officials when they choose to exercise their rights 

as religious believers. 
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Soviet schools are supported in their brainwashing task by the Komsomol, or Young 
Communist League, which all students are pressured to join. (Children under the age of 14 are 
enrolled in the Young Pioneers.) The Program of the Communist Party of the Soviet Union, 
issued in Moscow in 1961, states, "The Young Communist League ... helps the party to educate 
young people in the communist spirit." According to the Program, "The party regards the youth 
as a great creative force in the Soviet people's struggle for communism," and "YCL 
organizations must concentrate on educating the youth in a spirit of utmost devotion to their 
country, the people, the communist party and the communist cause." 

Victor Mironenko, the current head of the Komsomol, was interviewed by New York 
Times reporter Bill Keller in February 1988. Keller reported that Mironenko "said he sees no 
reason to change the policy banning believers from Komsomol. Atheist education is one of the 
primary tasks of the youth organization." 

Private youth clubs are not permitted in the Soviet Union. All must obtain official state 
sanction, under the aegis of the YCL. Besides serving an indoctrination-support function, the 
YCL also provides "muscle," beating up on believers and dissidents and breaking up illegal 
religious services. Students who wish to attend college and reach any station above menial labor 
know they had better join the Komsomol. 

The Communist youth organizations also prepare Soviet children for future service in the 
Red Army and the KGB. Every year -- while millions of American schoolchildren are subjected 
to a steady diet of hysterical, anti-nuclear folderol and defeatist, better-red-than-dead 
disarmament propaganda -- millions of Soviet youngsters undergo rigorous military training at 
Young Pioneer and Komsomol camps. 

Pavlik Morozov, the "boy martyr," represents the Soviet ideal of the Communist child. 
For over 50 years the Soviet government has held up Morozov as the heroic model for its youth 
to emulate. Thirteen-year-old Pavlik knew that his father, mayor of the Ural village of 
Gerasimovka, had helped some of the unfortunate victims of the Communists' forced 
collectivization of the farms. He therefore performed his duty to the state by informing on his 
father and denouncing him as an enemy of the people, which was tantamount to a death sentence 
in 1932 Stalinist Russia. Furious over the boy's betrayal of his father, the official story goes, 
some of the villagers murdered Pavlik, making him a Soviet martyr. 

For three generations in Russia, Pavlik Morozov's name has been a household word. 
From the earliest grades, school-children are taught to revere him. Schools and parks are named 
in his honor, as are countless YCL and Young Pioneer brigades. A monument along the Moscow 
River proclaims his exalted station among the pantheon of Soviet demigods and saints. In the 
village of Gerasimovka, an impressive Pavlik Morozov museum pays tribute to his treachery. 

Your Child Is Their Target 

The Communists, however, are not content merely to conquer the hearts and minds of the 
children in the lands they have already subjugated. The youth of all countries must be conquered 
to achieve the Soviet goal of world conquest. And none are more carefully targeted than the 
youth of America. 

Matt Cvetic, who for nine years was an undercover agent in the Communist Party USA 
for the FBI, attended a secret meeting of top-level Communists in 1948, at which a Soviet agent 
relayed a speech that Stalin had given directing the American Communists to put new emphasis 
on the recruitment of youth. Here is part of Stalin's speech: 

Comrades, Hitler gained control of the Youth in Germany before he was able to wage a 

successful Nazi Revolution in Germany. We Communists gained control of the 
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Youth in Russia before we were able to wage a successful Communist Revolution 

in Russia, and Comrades, we must gain control of the Youth in the United States if 

we are to wage a successful Communist Revolution in that nation. For this 

purpose, we are ordering our Comrades to set up a new Communist Youth group 

in the United States. 

As Cvetic pointed out, "Within a few short months after this meeting, more than 6,000 
American students were recruited into this new Communist Youth movement known as the 
Labor Youth League." This youth apparatus has gone through various structural and name 
changes over the years, but its purpose has remained unchanged. In 1983, it was reorganized and 
renamed the Young Communist League, reflecting its open identification with its Soviet 
counterpart. 

Realizing that they would only reach a small percentage of American young people 
through an official Communist Party youth group, the Communists have always promoted the 
idea of U.S.-Soviet student exchanges. However, prior to the Reagan-Gorbachev agreement, they 
had never succeeded in winning widespread support for a large-scale exchange. 

That has all changed. Thousands of American elementary, secondary, undergraduate and 
postgraduate students are now returning from trips to the USSR, singing the praises of the 
Worker's Paradise and urging American disarmament for the furtherance of world peace. We 
would be naive to expect a different response from the returning students. For over 70 years the 
Masters of Deceit have shown themselves most capable of beguiling gullible Westerners. 

In his excellent book, Political Pilgrims (Oxford University Press, 1981), Professor Paul 
Hollander examined the phenomenon of the continuous stream of Western intellectuals who 
journeyed to Communist lands during the past half century and who, for the most part, became 
uncritical apologists for those totalitarian regimes. While it is true that most of these pilgrims 
were of liberal-left orientation prior to their trips, few of them were disciplined Communist Party 
members. Their rosy perceptions of Communist lands, widely publicized in the West, were 
largely the product of the skillful manipulation of their hosts. 

Psychological disarmament of the West is of utmost importance to the Communists. As 
Professor Hollander points out, they spare no expense to curry favor with foreign visitors; they 
are masters of what he terms the "techniques of hospitality." The basic ingredients of these 
techniques are: (1) the screening of reality, controlling what the visitors see and experience; and 
(2) paying careful attention to the material privileges, physical comforts, and ego-gratification of 
the visitors. Most Westerners are completely disarmed by the VIP treatment they receive from 
their Communist hosts. 

If American adults have fared so poorly in the psychological warfare involved in 
U.S.-Soviet exchanges, how can we possibly expect American children to do better? We are 
delivering America's most ill-educated generation into the hands of the world's champion 
psychological manipulators. The vast majority of American students are not sophisticated 
enough to recognize, let alone combat, the Communist propaganda, disinformation, and 
deception they would encounter, either as visitors to the USSR or as hosts to Soviet guests here. 

If we continue with the Reagan-Gorbachev education exchange agreement, the situation 
will go from bad to worse. Article IV d. of the agreement calls for the exchange "of educational 
and teaching materials (including textbooks, syllabi and curricula), materials on methodology, 
samples of teaching instruments and audio-visual aids." Beyond this, under a private exchange 
agreement between the Carnegie Corporation and the Soviet Academy of Sciences (controlled by 
the KGB), U.S. and Soviet "computer experts" have begun a collaborative effort to design 
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computer programs and educational software for elementary and secondary schools. 

"It's like putting the KGB into the classroom," says Charlotte Iserbyt, director of public 
relations for the National Citizens Alliance, a group leading opposition to the exchange 
agreements. (An interview with Mrs. Iserbyt appears on page 19.) "We think this is an outrage, a 
national scandal. We call it 'Edu-gate,' and we think it is certainly much more important and 
much more deserving of a Congressional investigation than the so-called Iran-gate/Contra-gate 
affair." 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 


REVIEW OF THE NEWS 


Bush Appoints Ambassadors 

Entering the fourth week of his presidency, George Bush continued to fill out his 
Administration's roster, appointing several longtime supporters to prestigious ambassadorships. 
Walter J.P. Curley, Mr. Bush's New York fund raiser, will be Ambassador to France; Peter 
Secchia, the Republican National Committeeman from Michigan, will be Ambassador to Italy; 
and the Ambassador to Spain will be Joseph Zappala, a major Bush contributor, 

Several Reagan Administration officials have also been kept on by Mr. Bush. Morton I. 
Abromowitz, former Assistant Secretary of State for Intelligence and Research, has been named 
Ambassador to Turkey; Michael H. Armacost, Mr. Reagan's Under Secretary of State for 
Political Affairs, will be Ambassador to Japan; and John D. Negroponte, until recently Deputy 
National Security Adviser, will now be Ambassador to Mexico. All three of these men are 
members of the Council on Foreign Relations. 

New Democratic Chairman 

Ronald H. Brown, a Washington lawyer, was elected on February loth as chairman of the 
Democratic National Committee. Brown, 47, is the first black ever to preside over a major 
political party in the United States. "In choosing the first American of African descent to lead 
one of America's political parties," Brown told committee members, "you have made history." 

Ex-Klansman Elected 

David Duke, a former Grand Wizard of the Ku Klux Klan in Louisiana, was elected on 
the Republican ticket to that state's legislature on February 18th, despite major opposition from 
the Republican National Committee, President Bush, and former President Reagan. Duke, who 
currently heads the National Association for the Advancement of White People, ran on a 
platform that addressed such issues as "affirmative action problems and the rising welfare 
underclass." According to Lee Atwater, chairman of the Republican National Committee, "David 
Duke is not a Republican as far as I am concerned. He is a pretender, a charlatan, and a political 
opportunist who is looking for any organization he can find to legitimate his views of racial and 
religious bigotry and intolerance." Both Mr. Bush and Mr. Reagan endorsed Duke's Republican 
opponent, John Treen. 

Baker Tours NATO Capitals 

Secretary of State James A. Baker III began a tour of 15 NATO capitals on February 
11th, asserting that the United States will not break off its dialogue with the Palestine Liberation 
Organization, despite an appeal from Israel. However, he also warned that the Bush 
Administration would not sanction PLO guerrilla attacks against Israeli soldiers or civilians. 

On February 12th, Secretary of State Baker met with West German officials to discuss 
upgrading NATO's short-range nuclear missiles in that country. West Germany has said it will 
hold off on a formal decision until 1990, but Baker is confident that this rift can be overcome in 
time fora NATO summit scheduled for May. 
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Soviets Leave Afghanistan 

According to Soviet officials, the last of the Soviet army pulled out of Afghanistan on 
February 15th, after nine years of occupation. Fighting is expected to continue between the 
Communist-backed regime of dictator Najibullah, and the Afghan Mujahideen. Soviet dictator 
Mikhail Gorbachev sent a letter to President George Bush on February 18th urging that the two 
countries work together for a cease-fire in Afghanistan, and calling for the United States to join 
the Soviet Union in a joint cut-off of all arms supplies to that country. However, the U.S. State 
Department announced that it will continue its military aid to the freedom fighters. 

Iran Threatens Author 

The Ayatollah Khomeini, Iran's revolutionary leader, issued a death threat on February 
15th against Indian-born British author Salman Rushdie and his publishers because Rushdie's 
book, The Satanic Verses, was deemed blasphemous and offensive to Islam. Khomeini offered a 
$1 million reward to anyone who kills Rushdie, an amount that will be tripled if the killer is 
Iranian. Rushdie's novel sparked violent protests by Muslims in India and Pakistan, as well as in 
Iran. Due to the death threats and demonstrations, several major booksellers in the United States 
removed The Satanic Verses from their shelves, and its publication was suspended in France and 
Canada. 

On February 18th, Rushdie offered an apology to Muslims, expressing regret for "the 
distress that publication [of his book] has occasioned to sincere followers of Islam." Khomeini 
rejected Rushdie's apology, however, and reiterated his death threat against the author: "Even if 
Salman Rushdie repents ... it is incumbent on every Muslim to employ everything he's got ... to 
send him to hell." 

In response to Khomeini's threats, the 12 nations of the European Community agreed on 
February 20th to recall their top diplomats from Teheran, and to consider restricting the 
movements of Iranian diplomats stationed within their capitals. The group also agreed to take 
stronger measures if any harm comes to Rushdie. 

Winnie Mandela Ousted 

Winnie Mandela, wife of Communist African National Congress leader Nelson Mandela, 
was ousted from the anti-apartheid movement on February 16th for her involvement in a 
mounting "reign of terror" in Soweto, South Africa, that included the murder of 14-year-old 
Stempie Moeketsi. The leadership of the United Democratic Front, the country's major legal 
anti-apartheid organization, vowed to distance itself from Mandela and her activities, and asked 
its supporters to do the same. The measures were taken in response to charges that Mandela 
collaborated with her bodyguards in the abduction and murder of the black youth. 

-- ELIZABETH DRUMMEY 


CAPITAL UPDATE 


Bush Budget Debate Heats Up 

On February 9, 1989, George Bush made his first speech as the 41st President before a 
joint session of Congress, outlining budget priorities for his Administration and calling on 
Congress and the nation to join him in a "mission of goodness and greatness." 

Bush's proposed fiscal 1990 budget differed little from the one submitted by former 
President Reagan a month earlier. Altogether, the Bush budget totaled $1.16 trillion, nearly $9 
billion more than the Reagan plan. As he promised during the campaign, the new budget 
imposed a one-year freeze in the military budget adjusted for inflation, a move that saved $2.6 
billion in spending. However, Bush used the money saved in defense spending to help offset 
modest spending increases in some domestic programs, including education, the homeless, 
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drugs, the environment, and health. The proposed fiscal 1990 budget carries a $91.1 billion 
deficit, meeting the required Gramm-Rudman target. 

Initially, Democratic leaders in Congress warmly received the Bush budget. "This budget 
is not dead on arrival," House majority leader Thomas S. Foley commented. "There is a desire on 
the part of both sides to find a budget solution." House Budget Committee Chairman Leon E. 
Panetta noted, "This is a significant change from the last Administration." 

However, a closer look at the fine print of the budget proposal caused some congressional 
leaders to fear that they had been caught in a Bush budget trap. While satisfying liberal concerns 
for increased social spending and decreased military spending, the budget contained few 
specifics on how the Administration proposed to pay for its promises. 

"He's offering a minimum downpayment on a kinder, gentler America," said Senator 
James Sasser, chairman of the Senate Budget Committee. "But I can't see how he's proposing to 
meet the necessary installment payments." Representative Panetta agreed: "Many of the tough 
choices on deficit reduction were put off to another day." 

Despite pledges of partnership by both the Administration and Congress, the federal 
budget battle could soon break out into a "hot war." Nevertheless, there seems to be little 
discussion about reversing the size of the Federal Government. Thus, no matter what happens in 
the budget battle, the American taxpayer is likely to be the loser. 

SDI -- RIP? 

In his address to Congress last month, President Bush pledged, "I will vigorously pursue 
the Strategic Defense Initiative." Apparently, this line was added at the last minute to allay fears 
by SDI supporters that the program was slated for a slow and quiet death. According to 
Administration sources, early versions of the speech circulated in the White House made no 
reference to SDI. 

Some conservatives have interpreted Bush's statement to be a reaffirmation of his 
commitment to SDI, but others are not convinced. One such skeptic is Lt. General Daniel O. 
Graham (Ret.), viewed by many as the "father" of SDI. In a paper distributed by High Frontier, 
Graham warns, "a tragic episode in US defense and foreign policy is about to unfold." Graham 
alleges that National Security Adviser Brent Scowcroft remains deadset against SDI and is 
working behind the scenes to scuttle the program. For Scowcroft, Graham claims, the 
Administration's review of strategic options is more a debate on whether to deploy a road-mobile 
Midgetman missile or a rail-mobile MX missile, than a debate over the role of SDI in America's 
defense strategy. 

Assuming Graham is correct, the Bush Administration will continue to pay lip service to 
SDI, while using the program as a bargaining chip in arms talks with the Soviets. Hence, the SDI 
program may already be dead. 

Pay Raise Fracas Fallout 

With only a few hours to spare, Congress defeated the controversial pay raise plan on 
February 7th. Yet more was defeated than the 51-percent pay hike for members of Congress and 
other high-ranking federal officials. The vote against the raise was also a vote against the 
Quadrennial Commission on Executive, Legislative and Judicial Salaries, the 20-year old system 
of setting salaries. 

Some opponents of the pay raise want to use this opportunity to pass legislation that 
would permanently resolve the perennially controversial salary issue. For example, Senator 
Charles Grassley (R-IA) has introduced a joint resolution that, if enacted, would restore 
accountability to the pay raise process by requiring a recorded vote before a raise could take 
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effect. Other proposals would also postpone the effective date of any salary increase until after 
the next congressional election. 
Insider Watch 

President Bush continues to fill his top foreign policy slots with appointments drawn 
from the Insider Establishment. John H. Kelly, former Ambassador to Lebanon, has been named 
Assistant Secretary of State for Near Eastern and South Asian Affairs. Morris B. Abram, the 
chairman of the National Conference on Soviet Jewry, has been picked as the U.S. Ambassador 
to the European office of the United Nations. Both Kelly and Abram are members of the Council 
on Foreign Relations. 

Richard L. Armitage, Assistant Secretary of Defense for International Security Affairs 
under the Reagan Administration, has been named to the post of Assistant Secretary of State for 
East Asian and Pacific Affairs. He is not a member of the CFR. 

-- KIRK KIDWELL 


WASHINGTON 
Voting Records Do Count! 


Burns made election history by defeating an entrenched incumbent 


One of the most important upsets on Election Day 1988 was the defeat of Democratic 
Senator John Melcher of Montana by Republican candidate Conrad Burns, a Yellowstone 
County commissioner and farm broadcaster. Unseating Senator Melcher was quite an 
achievement. A two-term incumbent, Melcher served in the 100th Congress as the chairman of a 
key Agriculture subcommittee, an important post for a Senator from an agricultural state like 
Montana. Known to Montana voters as "Doc," Melcher initially appeared to have the edge on 
Burns in both personal popularity and the power of the incumbency. 

But Melcher's armor had a chink: his liberal voting record. Melcher scored a mere 20 
percent in the cumulative Conservative Index. Burns hit Melcher's liberal record hard. In 
addition, an estimated 100,000 copies of THE NEW AMERICAN's four-page profile of Senator 
Melcher were distributed in the state. (See our July 4, 1988 issue, page 41.) The impact of 
Melcher's liberal record took its toll. Conrad Burns made election history on November 8th by 
becoming the first Republican Senator elected in Montana in 42 years and only the second GOP 
Senator elected in the state since the popular elections for the Senate began in 1912. 

Washington correspondent Kirk Kidwell interviewed Senator Burns in his Senate offices 
shortly after the 101st Congress was sworn in. 


Q. Why did you decide to run for the U.S. Senate? 


A. I'ma very strong supporter of local government. State and county governments serve 
the people a lot better than the Federal Government can from Washington, DC. When I went into 
local government, there were some things happening at the federal level that were contrary to 
what I believe in -- grants and certain things that the Federal Government was doing in local 
communities that were just not working. 

As I became aware of those things, the thought of running for higher office in order to 
effect some change went through my mind. Plus, we had a situation in Yellowstone County 
where we got very little support from the congressional delegation, and that upset me. 

When the Republican Senatorial Committee came out to talk to me, I disregarded their 
approach at first. But, after giving it some more thought, I decided to take a couple of 
exploratory runs to see if our support was there, and it was. My main concern was that I was 
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making up my mind only eight months prior to the election. 


Q. Senator Melcher was not easy to defeat. What shifted the tide of public opinion in the 
last weeks of the campaign? 


A. We felt we were on pretty solid ground. We started off with 47 percent name 
recognition statewide, which is pretty high for a person who has never run for statewide office. 
And the Senator had a very low reelect number, around 37 percent. 

We also knew that his voting record was not what he proclaimed it to be. Of course, since 
we are agriculturally based in Montana, he had a fairly good voting record as far as agriculture 
was concerned. And he had a fairly good voting record as far as the oil and gas people were 
concerned. But, as far as family values, the social programs he voted for sort of tore asunder the 
basic family unit. 

Given his voting record, as liberal as it was, we felt if we just hammered away at it, we'd 
have some fertile ground for our campaign. And that's just what we did; we hammered away at 
that voting record. Of course, we were accused of running a negative campaign. But our answer 
to that was, if it's a negative campaign, then he must have a negative voting record. 

So we exploited Senator Melcher's voting record and he sort of just struggled and 
wallowed around. I don't think he was really aware he was in trouble until it was too late. 

Q. You now have six years ahead of you in the Senate. In what areas do you want to 
make a mark? 

A. I didn't come here with any preconceived ideas of reinventing the wheel or impacting 
a body such as this right away. I think when you're number 100 on the pole, you're going to be 
awfully disappointed if you think you're going to change the world. 

But I'd like to think I'm going to represent my state well. We've got some problems in 
Montana that need to be ironed out. We're a state of small businesses, and small businesses are 
struggling right now. So I want to do something to help alleviate some of the pain of those 
people. I want to be an ambassador for agriculture. Plus, family traditions and family values are 
very important to me. So, any social legislation that tears at the fabric of the family, I'll probably 
be very much opposed to. 

I've got an opportunity to be one in a body of one hundred. That gives me the opportunity 
to give something back to this great country. My country has afforded me a lot of opportunities 
and I want to give something back. It's that simple. 


NATION 
Letting Our Enemies Teach 


"Educational exchanges" with the Soviets are dangerous for our youth 


During the Korean War, Charlotte T. Iserbyt served with the American Red Cross in 
Guam and Japan. That was followed by eight years with the U.S. Department of State in 
Washington, DC. (Near East and African Affairs and Soviet and Eastern European Affairs) and 
Foreign Service assignments in the Republic of South Africa and Belgium. From 1976 to 1979 
she was School Board Director in Camden, Maine. In 1980, Mrs. Iserbyt returned to Washington 
as a member of the Reagan Transition Team. 

During 1981 and 1982 she served as Senior Policy Advisor to the Office of Educational 
Research and Improvement in the U.S. Department of Education. She is the author of Back to 
Basics: Reform or Skinnerian International Curriculum. As director of public relations for the 
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National Citizens Alliance, she has appeared on numerous TV and radio programs in an effort to 
alert Americans to the grave dangers of U.S.-Soviet educational exchanges. Mrs. Iserbyt was 
interviewed by THE NEW AMERICAN contributing editor William F. Jasper. 


Q. Why have you so actively opposed the increased U.S.-Soviet educational exchanges 
resulting from the Reagan-Gorbachev agreement of 1985? 


A. The dangers involved in the present headlong rush -- by the State Department, 
politicians, educators, and various "social activists" -- to embrace "educational exchanges" with 
the Soviets are so numerous, sinister, and profound that it is really almost impossible to 
exaggerate. To my mind, there are few things more shocking and frightening than the incredible 
proliferation of these programs in the past couple of years, and few things more pregnant with 
potential for propaganda and subversion of our children. 

Since November of 1985, when Secretary of State George Shultz and Soviet Foreign 
Minister Eduard Shevardnadze signed the "General Agreement on Contacts, Exchanges and 
Scientific, Technical, Education and Other Fields" [later signed by President Reagan and Mikhail 
Gorbachev], there has been an explosive mushrooming of exchange programs. Hundreds of 
professional Soviet propagandists visit our schools and universities, and thousands of American 
students and educators flock to the Soviet Union on guided tours designed to hide the totalitarian 
essence of that system while inculcating in them a naive trust in the supposed peaceful intentions 
of the most brutal, militant regime the world has ever known. 

What is especially scary is the seemingly universal and uncritical acceptance of this by 
the American public. I say "seemingly" because, according to what one sees in the press and the 
network news, the American people are behind this paean to glasnost and détente 100 percent. I 
know that that isn't an accurate representation of things, because we know of cases all over the 
country where citizens have risen up and said, "No, we're not going to participate in this 
deception," and they have stopped these subversive programs in their local schools. 

But, sad to say, a tremendous number of people are being taken in by this, thanks largely 
to the credibility that President Reagan and the media have given to Mikhail Gorbachev. And 
opposition from conservatives, which would have squelched this had it been proposed by a 
liberal Democratic president, has been severely limited by their deference to Reagan, and now 
Bush, as the supposed conservative standard bearers. 


Q. What specific points of the agreement are offensive? 


A. The entire document is offensive, of course, but we'll cite a few particulars for you. 
Take, for instance, Article II, Section 3, which says that we will encourage "cooperation in the 
field of science and technology," as well as in "other specific fields, including the humanities and 
social sciences." The Soviets benefit enormously from our "cooperation" in science and 
technology matters. That we already know. Numerous studies have documented the 
overwhelming reliance of the Soviet scientific community -- including their military-industrial 
complex, which is inseparable from the rest of the scientific community -- on Western, and 
primarily the United States, basic scientific research for all of their major industrial and military 
accomplishments. This will only accelerate the enormous hemorrhaging of vital U.S. technology 
-- the only thing that gives us an edge against their massive superiority in numbers of weapons -- 
to the Communist bloc. 

But then tell me, what in the world do the Soviets have to offer our children, our students, 
our society in the field of "humanities and social sciences"? That is so ludicrous as to be 
laughable, if this were not so serious. We're talking, remember, about the USSR, the most 
barbarous, regimented, totalitarian, inhumane empire that this world has ever known. Besides 
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murdering tens of millions of human beings, it has employed every foul means conceivable to 
eradicate the religious, linguistic, ethnic, and literary heritage of those peoples and nations it has 
conquered. It is ridiculous even to speak of "Soviet humanities." 

It is even worse to suggest that the Soviets can teach us anything of value in the "social 
sciences." Until very recently, Soviet psychiatry and psychology were universally recognized 
and condemned by the world medical-scientific community as nothing more than instruments of 
the state, for inflicting mental and physical torture on independent-minded citizens. They were 
ostracized from all international psychiatry and psychology professional organizations. They 
have not changed, but under glasnost it is considered unfashionable to continue pointing it out. 
That must be overlooked now in the interest of "peace." 

Article IV, Section 1.d. calls for: "The facilitation of the exchange, by appropriate 
organizations, of educational and teaching materials (including textbooks, syllabi, and curricula), 
materials on methodology, samples of teaching instruments and audiovisual aids." This is 
reiterated a number of times, and then the agreement calls for "the conducting of joint studies on 
textbooks, between appropriate organizations in the United States of America and the Ministry of 
Education of the Union of Soviet Socialist Republics." I find that absolutely chilling. And I 
would be very alarmed if the vast majority of Americans -- were they informed of this outrage -- 
did not also find this chilling. Of course, joint U.S.-Soviet textbook revision efforts had already 
been underway for almost a decade, but this agreement has put it on a much higher plane and has 
insured that the Soviets will have a much greater influence in affecting our textbooks and other 
educational materials. 


Q. The new agreements also affect computer-based instruction, instructional software, 
and curriculum design, correct? 


A. Yes, and that is very distressing, because of the tremendous access that it gives these 
Soviet "computer experts" to the American classroom and American students. They and their 
American counterparts are working together to -- in their own words -- "restructure American 
education." 


Q. Where is this leading us? 


A. Well, ultimately, this is taking us ever closer to a final merger with the Soviet Union 
-- political, economic and social merger with the Soviets. Now that might sound a bit outlandish 
to a great many Americans, but that's only because they have been kept in the dark on that issue 
just as they have not been told about these exchanges. Of course, most of your readers are 
already familiar with much of this, since your magazine has been one of the primary publications 
exposing the U.S.-USSR merger plans. It would be difficult to conceive of anything more 
conducive to "comfortable merger" than the sending of American teachers and students to the 
Soviet Union for indoctrination and the opening of U.S. schools to Soviet propagandists. 

Former Under Secretary of State George Ball was interviewed by the New York Times on 
January 24, 1988, and this is some of what he had to say: 

The Cold War should no longer be the kind of obsessive concern that it is. Neither side is 

going to attack the other deliberately .... If we could internationalize by using the 

United Nations in conjunction with the Soviet Union, because we now no longer 

have to fear, in most cases, a Soviet veto, then we could begin to transform the 

shape of the world and might get the UN back to doing something useful .... 

Sooner or later we are going to have to face restructuring our institutions 
so that they are not confined merely to the nation states. Start first on a regional, 
and ultimately you could move to a world, basis. 
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Q. Do you see this kind of thinking being assimilated by the students involved in these 
U.S.-Soviet exchanges ? 

A. Very definitely, especially with regard to dispelling "obsessive Cold War concerns." 
Students today appear to be obsessed with fear of nuclear war and seem to worry excessively 
that, being Americans, they may have been infected with biases and false information that have 
led them to view the Soviet system more harshly than they should. 

For instance, take this front page article in the Bangor Daily News of January 28, 1988, 
headlined, "UM students U.S.S.R.-bound," about six University of Maine students taking off for 
the Soviet Union. Student Terry Moore is quoted as saying, "I'd like to gain greater insight into 
how Soviet citizens live, dispelling any misperceptions I've gained as a U.S. citizen. We're all 
bound by our own biases we gain growing up in this country." UM student Ronald Huston said: 
"I'm hoping I can rid myself of many misconceptions and formulate my own perceptions. It's 
very important to eliminate those misconceptions, since many of those prejudiced ideas are 
thought up instead of being actually derived from facts." Student Scan Keenan says he hopes to 
"help dispel any perceptions of aggressive or militant behavior." This self-abnegation and 
self-criticism is typical of what we see over and over again, and is, I think, evidence of the 
already pervasive conditioning going on in classrooms all over this country. 

Q. What is the National Citizens Alliance and what is it doing to oppose the U.S.-Soviet 
exchanges and planned merger? 

A. The NCA is a loose, informal, national network of concerned citizens working 
primarily on issues concerned with education. Noted education writer Barbara M. Morris is our 
national coordinator, and I am the director of public relations. We have purchased full-page 
newspaper advertisements to expose this dangerous sham and to alert the American people. 
Along with Barbara Morris and others, I have spoken to many groups, appeared on numerous 
radio programs and written many articles in an effort to stir grassroots opposition that will, we 
hope, bring sufficient pressure to bear on Congress so that they will put a stop to this suicidal 
insanity. Besides the NCA, there have been just a handful of conservative organizations actively 
opposing this: the Daughters of the American Revolution, Eagle Forum, The John Birch Society, 
The Don Bell Report, the Samuel Blumenfeld Newsletter, and, of course, THE NEW 
AMERICAN. We have made considerable headway, but we must enlist much larger numbers of 
concerned citizens in this battle if we are going to save our children and our nation. 


NATION Congress 
Could Balance the Budget! 


Our lawmakers have the power, but lack the will, to curb spending 


No one will say that enormous federal deficits are good. But the real reason we continue 
to have them is that politicians who publicly condemn excessive spending use it to buy votes for 
themselves. And the only real medicine to cure the disease is awareness and revulsion in enough 
of the American people to force government back to its constitutionally defined role of protector 
of rights, not provider of wants. 

Who Needs An Amendment? 

The U.S. Constitution is not deficient. The people who should keep politicians and judges 
chained to its limitations are lacking. Example: While deficits soar, the United States gives away 
tens of billions of dollars annually in various foreign aid programs. Some of the money goes to 
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Communist nations from whom we are forced to defend ourselves with a $300 billion defense 
budget. Giving away taxpayers' money cannot be justified by any provision in the Constitution. 

An amendment to require a balanced budget, therefore, is not our cup of tea. If the 
Constitution is already being ignored, why should anyone expect that Congress and the President 
will abide by an amended version? Further, an amendment should be added only to correct a 
flaw in the document. Our nation's problem is a multiplicity of self-serving politicians and a 
pervasive lack of responsibility on the part of a majority of voters. As in the once-prosperous and 
free Roman Republic, the people here have forgotten that freedom goes hand-in-hand with the 
enforcement of limitations on government power. Our Constitution spells out those limitations. 
But if the people do not demand adherence, of what value are either the limitations or the 
Constitution itself? 

Pandora's Box 

Current promoters of the balanced budget amendment continue to push state legislators to 
call for a constitutional convention (Con-Con) on behalf of their miss-the-point proposal. A 
Con-Con whose agenda cannot be limited, however, opens the door to a scuttling of the whole 
Constitution. This, of course, is precisely why there has never been a Con-Con in the 200 years 
of the Constitution's existence. 

One year ago, 32 of the required 34 state legislatures had formally requested a Con-Con 
in the interest of a balanced budget amendment. As awareness of the danger posed by a Con-Con 
spread, the Alabama and Florida legislatures withdrew their requests, even though their members 
overwhelmingly wanted federal budgets balanced. Other state legislatures are considering like 
measures. 

Some amendment promoters have seized the issue of the outrageous, but now-defeated, 
50-percent congressional pay raise to push anew for a Con-Con. How interesting it is that Lloyd 
Cutler, who chaired the commission recommending that huge pay increase, is also a leader of the 
high-powered Committee on the Constitutional System (CCS) that favors the Con-Con. In the 
CCS's Reforming American Government, Cutler publicized his willingness to "be ready with 
some better ideas" in the event of a convention. He is far more interested in gutting the 
Constitution than in balancing any budget. In 1985, CCS official Peter Schauffler noted that the 
group would have a "package of carefully structured amendments to put on the agenda of such a 
convention." 

Something more than balancing a budget also had to be present when Con-Con promoter 
James Davidson of the National Taxpayer's Union accused Con-Con opponents of "thinly veiled 
anti-Semitism" in full-page ads placed in Florida newspapers. His desperate attempt to halt 
Florida's Con-Con withdrawal was ludicrous and ineffective. 

The federal budget can be balanced by Congress. In part, Congress can be persuaded to 
do so by a President who uses his veto power. But, ultimately, an informed and outraged 
electorate demanding adherence to the Constitution, not tinkering with it, is the key. 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


This commentary is also syndicated by The John Birch Society Features. 
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Our leaders ignore Soviet barbarism in anticipation of a merger 


Wouldn't it be grand if we could put some faith in the flood of glasnost propaganda; if 
there really were "new" Soviet leaders and a "changed" Soviet Union; if past worries about 
Communist designs were no longer applicable; and if the Soviets were truly moving to the 
political center, to democratic ways, etc.? 

On the other hand, what if all of the supposed changes in the USSR were superficial? 
Suppose the Soviets were still essentially the same, but only looked better because the United 
States is changing? What if our nation's leaders were appeasing Communism more strenuously 
than ever, and so entangling America with the Soviet Union that a merger under a one-world 
superstate would seem acceptable? 

Soviets Violate INF Treaty 

Absurd? Fantastic? Off the wall? Paranoid? Consider: President George Bush has 
followed his predecessor's lead in praising the new U.S.-USSR INF treaty as a supreme 
achievement. During his 1988 campaign, he repeatedly cited the treaty as the reason why he, as 
an inheritor of the Reagan mantle, could continue such "progress" with the Kremlin. 

But the late-1988 presidential annual report about Soviet non-compliance with arms 
control agreements (required by law) stated that the Soviets were not only violating the 
Reagan-Gorbachev INF treaty but the 1972 ABM treaty as well. Should Mr. Bush be 
contemplating more pacts and agreements? Why are we told that the INF treaty is a positive step 
for mankind? Isn't it well past the time for the U.S. to cease sweeping Soviet perfidy under the 
rug? 

The Murder of Zia ul-Haq 

Last August, Pakistani President Zia ul-Haq and 29 others, including U.S. Ambassador to 
Pakistan Arnold Raphel, perished when the military transport carrying them crashed and burned. 
As a supplier and friend of the anti-Soviet Afghan resistance movements, Zia had incurred the 
open wrath of Soviet leaders. Only days before the crash, Soviet diplomats in Moscow had 
warned the U.S. ambassador that the USSR would teach Zia a lesson if his help to the 
mujahideen continued. A similar warning was delivered to Pakistan's foreign minister, Yaqub 
Khan, during his visit to Moscow. 

After the crash, with the backing of President Reagan, Secretary of State George Shultz 
vetoed the sending of trained FBI investigators to the scene. Why? To keep them from 
concluding that the Soviets indeed were involved. 

Undeterred by Mr. Shultz, however, the Defense Department sent its own investigators 
from the Pentagon. Their conclusions, published in a late January edition of Defense and 
Foreign Affairs Weekly, are that poison gases incapacitated the pilots and that the sophistication 
required for such an exceptional act of terrorism pointed to the Kremlin. 

More Cooperation with the USSR! 

Not only is the United States ignoring the findings of its own investigators, but new 
Secretary of State James A. Baker III is delighted about the bilateral talks between U.S. and 
Soviet terrorism experts that began in January. Conferences organized by the private U.S. 
foundation Search For Common Ground have been arranged to employ expertise from both 
nations to combat global terrorism. Will the matter of the Pakistani air disaster be examined? 
Will the KGB discuss its many campaigns? Not likely! 

The accelerating willingness of our leaders to ignore Soviet barbarism while sacrificing 
our own interests indicates much more than simple gullibility. When you hear a suggestion that 
the United States and the USSR are being merged as part of a deliberate plan to facilitate the 
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creation of a tyrannical one-world superstate, don't laugh it off. Nothing else makes any sense. 
-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


This commentary is also syndicated by The John Birch Society Features. 


The Berlin Wall 

Since its erection in August 1961, the Berlin Wall, a 100-mile-long barrier of concrete 
and barbed wire, has symbolized the gulf between free nations and those enslaved by totalitarian 
Communism. Free World leaders have often visited the divided city of Berlin and urged that the 
wall be torn down to demonstrate that the Communists are truly interested in ending the hostile 
situation in Central Europe. But no razing of the wall is likely as long as Erich Honecker is the 
Red dictator of East Germany. He made that clear recently when he vowed that the Berlin Wall 
would remain standing for 50 to 100 years because it is needed "to protect our republic from 
thieves, not to speak of those who are ready to disturb stability and peace in Europe." In reality, 
of course, the wall's purpose is not to keep the bad people out of East Germany, but to prevent 
the good people from seeking freedom in West Germany. 

Poverty in Hungary 

Contrary to all the hoopla in recent years about Hungary being the economic showcase of 
the Communist bloc, government officials conceded early in February that at least one-quarter of 
the country's 10.6 million people live in poverty and the economic situation is worsening. "In 
socialism, we were always proud of saying that there are no poor people," said Maria Zita 
Petschnig of the Financial Research Institute in Budapest. "It is a most perfect system. 
Everything must always go up, never go down. This was never true, of course. Now there are so 
many poor people, it can't be hidden from the public any more." She said that consumer prices 
rose by 16 to 17 percent last year, that personal consumption declined for the first time in 30 
years, and that an expected decline of 4 to 5 percent in real wages "will mean that in 1989 the 
country will reach the real-wage index recorded in the early 1970s." 

Priests Murdered in Poland 

Two Catholic priests considered by the Polish Communist regime as enemies of the state 
were found dead in their homes during the last two weeks in January. On January 20th, Fr. 
Stefan Niedzielak, 74, who had made his parish church a shrine to Poles who were killed in the 
Soviet Union, was found murdered in his Warsaw rectory. His nose and back were broken, 
apparently by karate blows from someone skilled in combat techniques, and several nails had 
been torn from his left hand. Ten days later, Fr. Stanislaw Suchowolec, 30, died in a fire in his 
apartment in the town of Bialystok. He was an outspoken supporter of Solidarity and had 
received many death threats. 

Meanwhile, on February 6th, 57 delegates from the government, the Catholic Church, 
and the outlawed Solidarity labor union opened talks purportedly aimed at legalizing the union in 
exchange for its support for the Communist regime's economic programs. Although Solidarity 
leader Lech Walesa called for the gradual dismantling of Poland's one-party state, General 
Czeslaw Kiszczak, the Interior Minister, said that "no national problem will be solved by 
denying the historical achievements and undermining the socialist shape of Poland." 

Police Brutality in Czechoslovakia 
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The absurdity of signing human-rights accords with Communists was forcefully 
demonstrated once again late in January. On the same day that Czech Foreign Minister Jaromir 
Johanes arrived in Vienna to attend the final session of the Conference on Security and 
Cooperation in Europe, which produced an agreement, signed by Johanes and delegates from 34 
other countries, guaranteeing human rights to citizens of the 35 nations, Czech police brutally 
assaulted several thousand peaceful demonstrators in Prague's Wenceslas Square. Thousands of 
Czechs and Slovaks rallied in the square for six consecutive days to commemorate the 20th 
anniversary of the death of Jan Palach, a student who set himself afire to protest the Soviet 
invasion of Czechoslovakia in 1968. The police used clubs, tear gas, water cannons, and dogs to 
disperse the peaceful protesters, many of whom were bleeding and bruised. 

One of those arrested at the Wenceslas Square demonstration was playwright Vaclav 
Havel, a 52-year-old human-rights activist whose plays are performed in London, Paris, and New 
York. Havel has been in prison three times since 1968, for a total of five years, for criticizing the 
Communist regime. Nearly 700 Czechs prominent in the entertainment field have signed a 
petition to the government urging Havel's release and saying that the country's problems "cannot 
be resolved through denials, imprisonments, or violence." 

Language Protest in Lithuania 

Tens of thousands of protesters took to the streets in the Lithuanian capital of Vilnius 
February 12th in opposition to a decree making Lithuanian the language of government and 
business and giving senior officials and managers two years to learn it. The Soviet forces who 
conquered Lithuania in 1940 later made Russian the official language of the country and sent 
many ethnic Russians to Lithuania to eradicate the nation's cultural, religious, and ethnic 
heritage. Those demonstrating against the new decree were mostly Russians and Poles. 

Austerity for Nicaragua 

Nicaraguan Communist dictator Daniel Ortega announced January 30th that he was 
imposing an austerity plan on the country that would cut the budget by 44 percent and lay off 
35,000 government employees. "I appeal to the sensibility and honesty of all Nicaraguans so this 
proposal does not turn into a political confrontation," Ortega said during a nearly three-hour 
speech before the National Assembly. "Otherwise, we will be paying with the blood and the 
future of our people." 

The Red boss said that if inflation, which reached 20,000 percent in 1988, was not 
brought under control, he would have to put into effect a "war economy." Ortega blamed 
Nicaragua's economic problems on the Contra anti-Communist forces trying to restore freedom 
to the country, not on the totalitarian system he and his comrades imposed on Nicaragua in 1979. 
He also blamed the U.S. trade embargo of 1985 and U.S. pressure on international lending 
organizations to cut off loans to the Sandinistas. 

-- JAMES J. DRUMMEY 


STOP HELPING COMMUNISM! 


High-Tech Sales Ban to End? 

State Department spokesman Charles E. Redman announced on February 7th that the 
Bush Administration has begun an interagency review of the U.S. ban on sales of 
high-technology goods to the Soviet Union. The ban was imposed after the Soviet Union invaded 
Afghanistan in 1979, and the apparent Soviet troop withdrawal from that country has prompted 
calls for lifting the ban. On his last full day in office, for instance, Secretary of State George 
Shultz sent a letter to outgoing Secretary of Defense Frank Carlucci urging a change in policy. 
As things stand now, high-tech exports to the Soviet Union must be approved by the 16-nation 
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Coordinating Committee for Strategic Exports (COCOM), which includes the United States, 
Japan, and all NATO members except Iceland. 

"With the Soviet withdrawal from Afghanistan in its final stage, the Administration has 
begun a review of this policy," said Charles Redman. "The Administration, however, continues 
to oppose the export of goods or technology in COCOM that would pose a strategic risk. 
Whatever might come of this review and whatever might be decided in COCOM, lifting the 'no 
exceptions' policy would in no way weaken the COCOM regime or facilitate the flow of 
sensitive technology to the Soviet Union. Even with the lifting of the policy, should that occur, 
all exports of dual-use technologies would still be subject to COCOM review, and we would still 
block the sale of any militarily sensitive technologies to the East." 

Offer to Buy Bugged Embassy 

The American Trade Consortium, a group of seven U.S. companies involved in deals 
with the Kremlin, has offered to buy the unfinished U.S. embassy building in Moscow for office 
space. Construction on the building, which is about one-third complete, was halted in 1987 after 
the Reagan Administration learned that Soviet contractors had saturated the eight-story structure 
with sophisticated listening devices in the floors, walls, and ceilings. President Reagan 
recommended last fall that the unoccupied chancery be demolished and rebuilt. The group that is 
offering to purchase the embassy is headed by Dwayne O. Andreas, co-chairman of the 
U.S.-USSR Trade and Economic Council and head of Archer-Daniels-Midland, the world's 
largest processor of corn, soybeans, wheat, peanuts, and other farm products. The consortium 
also includes RJR Nabisco, Eastman Kodak, Johnson & Johnson, the Chevron Corporation, Ford 
Motor Company, and the Mercator Corporation. 

Yugo Importer Goes Bankrupt 

On January 30th, Global Motors Inc., the U.S. importer of the Yugo subcompact car 
made in Communist Yugoslavia, filed for Chapter 11 bankruptcy protection to block the sale at a 
huge loss of about 4,800 of the vehicles. Some 300 franchised Yugo dealers, who originally 
shelled out $100,000 each to obtain the franchise, are currently saddled with about 12,000 
Yugos. The car was introduced in the United States in 1985 at a base price of $3,990, but its poor 
quality and performance caused sales to slump from 48,532 cars in 1987 to 31,546 last year. The 
Yugo was also hurt by the higher-quality South Korean Hyundai Excel, which began selling for 
$4,995 in 1986. 

Ernst & Whinney to Moscow 

Paul McMahon, an international executive partner of Ernst & Whinney, announced early 
in February that the third-largest accounting firm in the United States had opened an office in 
Moscow to handle auditing, consulting, and tax work in a joint venture with Soviet and Finnish 
groups. According to McMahon, E& W's Moscow office will serve companies from the United 
States, Canada, Britain, France, and West Germany that want to promote their products and 
participate in joint ventures in the USSR. E&W also recently opened an office in Budapest, the 
capital of Communist Hungary. Other major accounting firms that have assisted non-Soviet 
clients in the Soviet Union are Peat Marwick and Coopers & Lybrand. Arthur Andersen & 
Company, the number one accounting firm in America, closed its Moscow office in the early 
1980s after more than five years in the Soviet capital. 

U.S.-Red China Space Launch 

The Asia Satellite Telecommunications Company (Asiasat) of Hong Kong has signed a 
$30 million contract to launch an American-built satellite into space on a Red Chinese rocket in 
April 1990. "This marks China's first step in the international satellite business," said Terry 
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Seddon, chief executive of Asiasat, which concluded the deal with the state-owned China Great 
Wall Industrial Corporation. The Chinese Reds will be sending two other American-made 
satellites into space in July 1991 and February 1992 for an Australian company, according to a 
spokesman for the Peking regime. The Reagan Administration agreed last December to let the 
Chinese Communists launch U.S.-built satellites after the Reds promised not to steal American 
satellite technology or undercut private American companies in the same field. 

Selling Soviet Equipment Here 

Alvin Duskin has added a new wrinkle to the joint-venture explosion by signing an 
agreement with the Kremlin to sell Soviet-made hydroelectric equipment in Canada and the 
United States, instead of marketing U.S. products in the USSR. The Soviets will provide 49 
percent of the first year's operating capital for the Bering Electric Company, said Duskin, and he 
will operate out of the United States and require that all transactions be in dollars. "I just couldn't 
deal with the ruble problem," he said. "I didn't want to deal with Soviet law. I don't think I could 
work with a board of directors controlled by the Soviets." 

Duskin, a director of the far-left Union of Concerned Scientists and an anti-nuclear power 
activist, admitted that the Soviet Union was attracted by the opportunity to sell hydroelectric 
turbines and generators in North America for dollars, which they need to buy goods in the Free 
World since the ruble is not accepted in most international transactions. "The fact that it was a 
hard-currency deal opened many doors," he said. Duskin expects his company to be selling about 
$30 million of Soviet equipment a year by 1992. 

-- JAMES J. DRUMMEY 


Forces That Shaped America 
Warren L. McFerran is a contributing Editor to THE NEW AMERICAN. He attended Tulane 
University, where he was named a "Tulane Scholar." Mr. McFerran is the author of the book, 


The Betrayal of Southern Africa: The Tragic Story of Rhodesia and South Africa. 


Few history textbooks accurately relate the rise and decline of American civilization. As a 
consequence, few Americans appreciate those traits of our common heritage that gave rise to the 
greatest nation in the history of the world, and fewer still understand the forces that have 
combined over the past two hundred years and are now threatening to make America's greatness 
only a memory. 

That which is good about America, derived from our earliest beginnings, has transformed 
a virtually uninhabited continent into a prosperous nation. The noble principles that made 
America great are enshrined in our Federal Constitution, which went into effect 200 years ago 
this month. That which is bad has been forced upon America at an ever-accelerating rate since 
the adoption of our Constitution. The very survival of our civilization now depends upon our 
ability to recognize and understand the forces -- good and bad -- that have shaped America, and 
to act accordingly. 

The Seeds of Greatness 

Most Americans regard their nation as unique, with good reason. When the Pilgrims 
landed at Plymouth Rock on a bleak day in December of 1620 and established their colony "for 
the Glory of God," the seeds of greatness were planted in American soil. It was as if God 
intended for a mighty nation to arise in the New World. 

America's future greatness was assured the moment her earliest settlers resolved to reject 
collectivism and to embrace the principle of individualism. Both at Jamestown Colony and at 
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Plymouth Plantation, America's first settlers experimented with socialism. They discovered 
through practical experience that socialism results in poverty, starvation, and death; and that 
rugged individualism, private property, and free enterprise are essential to the preservation of 
mankind and the advancement of society. 

How this lesson was learned by the Jamestown Colony was related by Ralph Hamor, the 
first Secretary of the colony, in his A True Discourse of the Present State of Virginia and the 
Successe of the Affaires There Till the 18 of June 1614. Hamor noted that "glad was the man 
that could slippe from his labour" under the socialist system first established at the colony. 
Following the adoption of private property and individualism, Hamor wrote, the colony 
immediately became ten times as productive. 

The Pilgrims in Massachusetts learned a similar lesson. In his work, Of Plymouth 
Plantation, William Bradford chronicled the rapid deterioration of Plymouth Plantation and its 
approach toward starvation under a socialist system, and noted its remarkable recovery after the 
rejection of collectivism and the introduction of individual responsibility. Not only did the 
Pilgrims discover that socialism breeds hunger, but, in the words of Bradford, they came to 
regard it as a form of "injustice" and as "a kind of slaverie." 

Because the early settlers of America learned this crucial lesson quickly, the early 
settlements succeeded and prospered. A continual flow of immigrants added to the swelling 
population. The new arrivals had no expectations or desires of receiving charity, welfare 
hand-outs, or social security. They sought only the opportunity to be free from political and 
religious persecution and the opportunity to forge a new life for themselves through their own 
industry. 

The early rejection of socialism by American civilization inevitably brought the 13 
British colonies into conflict with the mother country. The British Government, guided by 
socialistic principles, had structured its colonial policy along lines of containment, restriction, 
and regulation -- to keep the colonies in a state of permanent subjection for the benefit of an 
elitist class in the mother country. 

Geographically, British policy was designed to contain American civilization to 
manageable limits, thereby inhibiting the American spirit of Manifest Destiny. Politically, the 
policy favored centralization, even to the extent of suspending local colonial governments that 
dared to challenge the central government. Economically, British policy was designed so to 
regulate the colonies as to prohibit the manufacture of even a single hobnail without the 
permission of the Crown. 

Revolt Against Socialism 

In The Constitutional Principles of Thomas Jefferson, historian Caleb Perry Patterson 
made this observation: 

Free enterprise, according to all American historians, was a major issue in the American 

Revolution and, in the opinion of many, the most important issue. Political 

freedom was regarded as the necessary means for economic freedom. Irrefutably, 

the American Revolution was a revolt from the highly regulated economy of 

mercantilism. 

"The trade of the Colonies," Thomas Jefferson noted, "was laid under such restrictions as 
show what hopes they might form from the justice of a British Parliament were its uncontrolled 
power admitted over these States." Their struggles against Britain's socialist system of 
bureaucratic regimentation convinced the Founding Fathers to establish precisely the opposite 
system for the United States. "The system into which the United States wished to go," Jefferson 
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wrote, "was that of freeing commerce from every shackle." 

America's revolt against socialism included a struggle against centralization and a strong 
preference for home rule. Among the 27 grievances enumerated in the Declaration of 
Independence, some 15 dealt directly or indirectly with British interference with the colonial 
right to local self-government. Because of this struggle against British centralization, America's 
Founding Fathers became firmly attached to States' Rights. 

Most of the Founders of the American Republic agreed with Thomas Jefferson that 
centralization in the United States was highly impractical; "Our country is too large to have all of 
its affairs directed by a single government." Most agreed with Jefferson that centralization was 
inherently evil: "When all government, domestic and foreign, in little as in great things, shall be 
drawn to Washington as the centre of all power, it will render powerless the checks provided of 
one government on another, and will become as venal and oppressive as the government from 
which we separated." 


After the Declaration of Independence had been issued and America had achieved a victory in 
the War of Independence, the Founding Fathers set about the task of launching a new nation. The 
result of their labors was the Constitution of the United States. The key to the whole system of 
government established by the Founders of the Republic was the distribution and limitation of 
the powers of government. The Government of the United States was divided into three separate 
branches, each independent of the other, and each possessing a means of checking abuses by the 
other branches. Moreover, the powers of government were divided among the United States and 
the respective individual States, thus creating a unique federal system for America. 

In the Federalist No. 45, James Madison explained the basis of the federal principle: 
"The powers delegated by the proposed Constitution to the Federal Government are few and 
defined. Those which are to remain in the State governments are numerous and indefinite." He 
added: "The operations of the Federal Government will be most extensive and important in times 
of war and danger; those of the State governments in times of peace and security." 

To stress the concept of /imited government, the Founding Fathers added Amendment X 
to the Constitution, which asserts that all powers not delegated to the Federal Government are 
reserved to the States or to the people. In other words, our government was constituted as a 
federal system, not as a national or unitary system -- a republic, not a democracy. Our Founders 
intended for America to be governed by the rule of law, not by the rule of men. 

The Seeds of Destruction 

Unfortunately for the nation, however, seeds of destruction were sown at an early date, 
seeds that were ultimately to blossom into a conspiracy aimed at destroying all that is good about 
American civilization. Two great forces arose and gained powerful influence. One force was 
dedicated to the creation of an aristocracy of wealth in the United States and the attachment of 
that aristocracy to the Federal Government. The speed with which its power grew was 
astonishing. Franklin D. Roosevelt wrote in a letter to an associate dated November 21, 1933: 
"The real truth of the matter is, as you and I know, that a financial element in the large centers 
has owned the government ever since the days of Andrew Jackson." The other force was 
determined to reconstruct American society along radically socialist lines. These two sinister 
forces quickly merged into a powerful combination dedicated to the socialization of the United 
States. The influence of this socialist conspiracy upon America has been profound. 

The man who planted the seeds for the aristocracy of wealth in the United States, and 
who nurtured it in its infancy, was Alexander Hamilton, who, as Secretary of the Treasury in the 
Washington Administration, was in an excellent position to launch far-reaching economic 
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programs for the nation. In the Constitutional Convention of 1787, Alexander Hamilton had 
attempted in vain to persuade the other delegates to adopt his system of government. Among 
other things, that system included the abolition of the States, the centralization of all power in the 
general government, and the abolition of all limitations on the government's power to tax and 
spend money. Hamilton even stated his objective -- to create a monied aristocracy in the United 
States -- to the Convention delegates: 

All communities divide themselves into the few and the many. The first are the rich and 

wellborn, the other the mass of the people .... The people are turbulent and 

changing; they seldom judge or determine right. Give therefore to the first class a 

distinct, permanent share in the government. They will check the unsteadiness of 

the second, and as they cannot receive any advantage by change, they therefore 

will ever maintain good government. 

The other delegates at the Convention, or course, agreed with Hamilton's disdain for 
turbulent Democracy, but they refused to adopt his proposed alternative. Rather than create an 
aristocracy of wealth, they created a Republic with a government of carefully enumerated powers 
and separate branches to serve as checks against unrestrained majority rule and concentrated 
power. Thus, after the adoption of the Constitution of 1787, Alexander Hamilton found it 
necessary to invent the doctrine of a /oose interpretation of the supreme law of the land. He was 
the first to assert that the Constitution supposedly delegates "implied powers," as well as 
"express ones," to the Federal Government. 


Karl Marx listed ten steps to communize a nation in The Communist Manifesto, including: 
"Centralization of credit in the hands of the state, by means of a national bank with state capital 
and an exclusive monopoly." At a later date, Lenin said that the establishment of such a national 
bank was 90 percent of the secret to communizing a country. Such a bank provides the means of 
seizing control of a nation's wealth, of regulating the value of its currency, of stimulating and 
stifling economic growth, and of secretly controlling the government through the national debt. 
The great "engine" of the monied aristocracy designed by Alexander Hamilton was the Bank of 
the United States, which became one of the hottest political issues in the young Republic until 
President Andrew Jackson mustered the courage to pull it down. The national banking system 
would not rise again until the accession of the Republican Party to power in 1860, and it was not 
until the creation of our present Federal Reserve System that it was finally firmly established. 

Besides the great "engine" of the international bankers, the Hamiltonian system 
encompassed a sweeping array of federal programs designed to guide the growth of the 
American economy. These far-reaching programs included protective tariffs, pecuniary bounties, 
premiums, drawbacks, and such internal improvements as the construction of roads and canals to 
facilitate trade and commerce. The principles on which the Hamiltonian system were founded 
were decidedly socialist in nature. In his book, Inquiry into the Origin and Course of Political 
Parties in the United States, Martin Van Buren concluded that all of Hamilton's programs 
required "the encouragement and specific aid of the Federal Government." 

The objective of the socialistic system was to siphon money from the pockets of some 
citizens for the benefit of others, a government-enforced transfer of wealth. The inevitable 
consequence of such a system was to convert the Federal Government into a source of personal 
gain. Controlling the government became tantamount to controlling the nation's wealth. The 
system had a deleterious effect upon the character of congressmen. Representatives were soon 
elected to office not because of their high integrity, but because of their known ability to acquire 
largesse from the common treasury for the benefit of their constituents. The speed with which 
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this immoral practice developed in our young Republic was both tragic and astonishing. 

After his death, the seeds of the monied aristocracy sown by Hamilton were cultivated by 
others, some of them historically prominent, such as Daniel Webster and Henry Clay. Among the 
latter's chief contributions was the development of an acceptable name for the socialistic scheme, 
which by the middle of the 19th century, was widely known, ironically, as The American System. 
Some 40 years after the creation of the Republic, this system had succeeded in raising up what 
Martin Van Buren termed a "Money Power" in the United States. By the middle of the 19th 
century, a vast network affiliated with the Money Power had infiltrated most of the institutions of 
American society. Its influence extended to the nation's universities, social clubs, and press, 
through which it was capable of molding public opinion. By Jackson's time the monied 
aristocracy had already laid its invisible hand upon the helm of our ship of state. 

When Andrew Jackson abolished just one arm of the Money Power, the National Bank, 
the ability of the monied aristocracy to control the government was so apparent that Old Hickory 
gave this warning to that nation: 

The bold effort the present bank had made to control the government, the distress it had 

wantonly produced ... are but premonitions of the fate that awaits the American 

people should they be deluded into a perpetuation of this institution or the 

establishment of another like it. 

A Battle Royal 

Those who had been corrupted by the socialist system, concentrated in the Northeastern 
section of the nation, became its zealous supporters and defenders. Its victims opposed it with 
equal determination. Much of the early history of our Republic was devoted to this battle royal, 
to determine which system -- the true American System or the socialistic "American System" -- 
would emerge triumphant. In every quarter of the Union highly principled Americans held firm 
in their support for our true American heritage of free enterprise and constitutionally limited 
government. But the strongest opposition to the monied aristocracy lay in the agricultural 
Southern States, its principal victims. Southern statesmen perceived that the "American System" 
served to siphon wealth from the South to the North, a fact that has been confirmed by later 
historians and economists. Since all of the programs required to support the transfer of wealth 
were unconstitutional, opposition to the system frequently took the form of debates in Congress 
that explored everything from the proper moral and constitutional foundation of taxation to the 
nature of the Federal Union. Some of the greatest debates on the very nature of government itself 
occurred during this period of our historical development. 

The great struggle often took on more ominous tones. By 1832, South Carolina had 
decided to show her firm opposition to the transfer of wealth by nullifying a protective tariff law. 
Tension mounted when the Federal Government, in response, issued a Force Bill and threatened 
to send troops against the resisting State. Although the matter was settled by a compromise, wise 
men realized that there could never be any permanent compromise between completely opposite 
systems of government. 

Even on the eve of the War Between the States, Southern statesmen were relentlessly 
combatting the ever-growing influence of the Money Power. In 1860, Reuben Davis of 
Mississippi made this bold accusation: 

There is not a pursuit in which man is engaged (agriculture excepted) which is not 

demanding legislative aid to enable it to enlarge its profits and all at the expense 

of the primary pursuit of man -- agriculture .... Those interests having a common 

purpose of plunder, have united and combined to use the government as the 
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instrument of their operation and have thus virtually converted it into a 

consolidated empire. Now this combined host of interests stands arrayed against 

the agricultural States; and this is the reason of the conflict which like an 

earthquake is shaking our political fabric to its foundation. 

The Money Power deliberately exploited the superficially sectional nature of the struggle. 
One of the now-famous series of resolutions issued by the Federalist Party, meeting in 
convention at Hartford in 1814, spoke of a "balance of power" between the Northern and 
Southern States. This novel concept dominated our national affairs for the next 45 years. Six 
years after the Hartford Convention had issued its resolutions, the Federalist Party -- founded by 
Alexander Hamilton and dominated by the Money Power -- introduced the question of slavery 
into the national arena for the first time. The result was the Missouri Compromise of 1820, which 
officially divided the nation in two along the Mason-Dixon line. 

Emergence of Radicalism 

The introduction of slavery as a "moral" issue hastened the emergence of a powerful 
force determined to launch a social revolution and reconstruct American society along radically 
socialist lines. This sinister force first manifested itself as an undisguised love for pure 
Communism. Three to four decades after the creation of the Federal Republic, a number of 
communistic communities were voluntarily organized in various parts of the Northern States, 
ranging from New England to New Harmony, Indiana. Participants in these community projects 
renounced private property and agreed to share their wives, among other things, with other male 
members. Although all of these voluntary communities proved disastrous, the growing radical 
ferment was not diminished. Many remained convinced that what had failed at the village level 
could succeed if applied at the national and international level, simply by changing voluntary 
socialism to involuntary socialism. The publication of The Communist Manifesto in 1848 was 
their call to action. 

The socialist Money Power fostered the growth of this radical ferment and channeled the 
energies of the leftwing fanatics against the common enemy -- the Southern States. Once the 
strong Southern opposition had been eliminated, the nation would be theirs to conquer. This 
combined assault upon the South took the form of the Abolitionist movement. It became more 
and more difficult to determine where the influence of the Money Power ended and that of the 
left-wing radicals began; by the eve of the War Between the States, the two forces had merged 
into a common cause, the Money Power's Whig Party joining forces with the radical's Free Soil 
Party in 1854 to form the Republican Party. 

Men like Horace Greeley became difficult to categorize. A prominent Republican 
intimately associated with the monied aristocracy, he was also a prominent Abolitionist and an 
avowed socialist, who opened the columns of his newspaper to Karl Marx and debated the finer 
points of scientific socialism with his German correspondent. Hinton Helper's inflammatory 
book, Impending Crisis, further illustrated this remarkable merger of forces by unabashedly 
advocating a class war between rich and poor Southerners. But the book was officially endorsed 
by the leader of the Republican Party, who read it "with great attention," and by 68 prominent 
Republican members of Congress! So closely allied had the socialist Money Power and the 
radically Marxist elements become that, in the 1860 Republican Convention in Chicago, the 
delegates were forced to bypass William H. Seward as a Presidential candidate, not because of 
his intimate affiliation with the Money Power, but because his name was so closely linked with 
the Marxist Abolitionists. 


The War Between the States resulted in a profound change in our system of government. What 
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emerged triumphant from that terrible conflict was a Big Government with a monied aristocracy 
firmly attached to it. The Government of the United States had been freed from the confining 
chains of the Constitution and now stood as the supreme master of America. State sovereignty 
and genuine federalism had been destroyed by shot and shell. The Federal Government quickly 
came to fancy itself a National Government, with power to dictate to State and local 
governments. In the fourth paragraph of the Republican Party's platform of 1868, the word 
"Nation" appeared with a capital "N" for the first time in an American party platform, and its 
significance did not go unnoticed. 

In the Constitutional Convention of 1787, of course, the Founding Fathers had 
deliberately stricken out the word "national" wherever it occurred in the evolving Constitution, 
and had substituted the words "Government of the United States." Even Abraham Lincoln, in his 
debate with Douglas in 1858, had used the term "Confederacy" to describe the United States. But 
the new word -- "Nation" -- had a profound effect upon the citizenry and prepared them for 
increasing centralization. 

By the turn of the century, the word "Republic" was also abandoned generally and 
replaced with the word "Democracy." Indeed, during World War I, it was popularly asserted that 
the war was aimed at making "the world safe for Democracy." The appropriation of the word 
Democracy, like those of Nation and National Government, facilitated the general government's 
effort to increase its size and scope. Through the concept of Democracy, Americans were led to 
believe that the more power their government possessed, the more power they themselves 
possessed; and that anything that limited the power of the Federal Government -- such as the 
Constitution -- only limited the power of the people. 

Although the Second Amendment to the Constitution asserts that a well-armed, organized 
militia is necessary for the security of a free State, the Federal Government, after the War 
Between the States, made sure to eliminate any possible means of organized resistance by 
transforming the State militia into the National Guard. Should a sovereign State attempt to resist 
unlawful federal usurpations, the President could simply federalize the National Guard and order 
it to bring the resisting State to its knees. This became the Federal Government's new method of 
ensuring the security of a free State. 

One of the Radical Reconstruction measures forced upon the conquered Southern States 
-- and the rest of the nation -- was the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution. The meaning 
of this amendment, with its mysterious phraseology, is altered each time the Supreme Court 
"interprets" it. But every interpretation has had the effect of forcing the States to kneel before the 
Federal Government. And while the amendment ostensibly extends the U.S. Bill of Rights to the 
States as well as the Federal Government, its effect has been to allow the general government to 
redefine "civil rights" and thereby rob Americans of their real rights. 

At the time the Fourteenth Amendment was adopted, many suspected that it would have 
sinister implications. Even in the Southern States, opposition to this amendment was greater than 
opposition to those that freed and enfranchised the slaves. But the Southern States had bayonets 
pressed against their backs and were coerced by military despotism to "lawfully" ratify the 
amendment. 

Another significant post-war development was the takeover of both major political 
parties by the Money Power. Its domination of the Republican Party quickly became apparent. 
Many of its Northern supporters were embarrassed by the extravagant corruption that 
characterized the Grant Administration. By the end of the century, the party was popularly 
known as a guardian of vested interests and as a tool of Wall Street, a combination of interests 
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that were now generally spoken of as a "Money Trust." 

The Democratic Party had also been infiltrated and taken over by the monied aristocracy. 
The War Between the States had completely shattered the party. So fractured had it become, in 
fact, that in 1872 it actually supported the presidential aspirations of Horace Greeley, the former 
Republican leader and Marxist Abolitionist! The Money Power quietly took over the party of 
Jefferson. Through agents such as August Belmont, the socialistic aristocracy of wealth was able 
to ensure that no Democrat could receive the presidential nomination of his party without the 
consent of the Money Power. By this method, it could control the government no matter which 
party were elected to power. 

Creating the Fourth Branch 

Big Government grew so rapidly under the direction of America's new socialist rulers 
that it could not be confined to merely three branches. The latter part of the 19th century 
witnessed the birth of our fourth branch of government -- the regulatory branch -- which would 
ostensibly protect consumers from the abuses of the Money Power's Big Business. America's 
first major consumer-protection movement resulted in the Interstate Commerce Act of February 
4, 1887, which created the Interstate Commerce Commission (ICC) as an independent executive 
agency to regulate the nation's railroads. Conservative author Dan Smoot commented on the 
creation of the ICC: 

Unable to maintain their government-granted monopoly, the powerful railroad interests 

turned to government to do the regulating and price-fixing which they were 

unable to do themselves. In fact, the pressure that induced Congress to enact the 

Interstate Commerce Act of 1887 did not come from reformers bemoaning abuses 

by the powerful railroad interests; it came from the railroad interests themselves, 

asking Congress to shield them against the harsh winds of competition. 

Having accepted the erroneous concept that the monied aristocracy was a nasty product 
of free enterprise -- notwithstanding that monopolies originate, and persist, only through the 
support of government -- Americans were led to believe that the best method of fighting the 
vested interests was through socialistic regulatory agencies such as the ICC. The monied 
aristocracy found that it was able to turn this lack of understanding to its advantage. Radical 
leftwing elements and most of the nation's press, closely allied with the men of wealth, were 
again pressed into service on behalf of the Money Power. A great "populist" cry was raised that 
socialist measures were needed to fight the socialistic elitists. 

The term "trustbusting" was coined for the new crusade, and Theodore Roosevelt, a 
prominent leader of the Republican Party, the party of Big Business, became the foremost 
"trustbuster"! William Howard Taft, however, failed to show the same enthusiasm for 
"trustbusting" as his predecessor in office, so the Money Power switched its support to the 
Democratic Party in the 1912 election, while Roosevelt himself ran on an independent ticket to 
ensure Taft's defeat. As a Democratic President, Woodrow Wilson was able to accomplish far 
more on behalf of the Money Power than had Roosevelt before him. Although Wilson had been 
affiliated with the monied aristocracy his entire adult life, he had been presented to the nation as 
a man of the people, one dedicated to doing battle with the Wall Street clique. 

Year of Subversion 

During 1913, the first year of the Wilson Administration, three highly significant actions 
subversive of America's founding principles occurred: the adoption of the Sixteenth Amendment 
(Income Tax), the adoption of the Seventeenth Amendment (Direct Election of Senators), and 
the creation of the Federal Reserve System. 
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The Income Tax Amendment, of course, had been presented to the American people as a 
tool for fighting the Money Power. What few Americans realized was that it fulfilled yet another 
of the ten planks listed in The Communist Manifesto for communizing a nation. The monied 
aristocracy simply shielded its vast wealth behind tax-exempt foundations, and the great middle 
class was left to fuel the insatiable appetite of an ever-growing Big Government. The 
Seventeenth Amendment facilitated the transformation of our system of government from a 
Federal Republic into a National Democracy. And the Federal Reserve System centralized the 
Money Power's great "engine" in the United States, the legislation having been drafted by the 
international bankers at a secret meeting held in 1910 at Jekyl Island, Georgia. The scheme had 
originally been proposed in Congress by Nelson Aldrich and had gone down to defeat as a 
consequence, for his name was too intimately associated with the Wall Street crowd. After the 
1912 election, the scheme was presented again, this time as a tool for fighting Wall Street! 

With the passage of the Federal Reserve Act by both Houses of Congress on December 
22, 1913, the great American statesman Charles A. Lindbergh Sr. addressed his colleagues in the 
House of Representatives: 

This act establishes the most gigantic trust on earth .... When the President signs this act 
the invisible government by the Money Power, proven to exist by the Money 

Trust investigation, will be legalized .... 

This is the Aldrich Bill in disguise .... 
The new law will create inflation whenever the trusts want inflation... 

The profound alterations in our system of government were also apparent in the foreign 
affairs of the United States. The Republic swiftly gave way to an Empire. For the first time in our 
history, America was becoming embroiled in obscure foreign wars. American soldiers became 
involved in a Boxer Rebellion in China, in a war with Spain that netted us colonial possessions 
overseas, and in a World War that most Americans felt was none of our business. Although 
Woodrow Wilson had been reelected in 1916 on a pledge to keep us out of war, the United States 
soon found itself being dragged into the European conflict. 

The real reason for our entry into World War I was not discovered until a special Senate 
committee under the chairmanship of Gerald P. Nye of North Dakota investigated the matter in 
1934 and 1935. As the authors of The National Experience relate: "The Nye Committee 
unearthed a wealth of documentation purporting to show that the United States had been shoved 
into war when international bankers, especially the House of Morgan, saw no other way to 
guarantee repayment of the vast credits they had granted to the western Allies. To demonstrate 
that no President could be trusted with discretionary powers in matters of war and peace, Nye 
charged Wilson with duplicity in pretending to be ignorant of the secret treaties." 

United States entry into World War I was to have disastrous effects upon the world, as even 
Winston Churchill was later willing to admit. Had America stayed out of the war, he said, "peace 
would have been made with Germany; and there would have been no collapse in Russia leading 
to Communism; no breakdown of government in Italy followed by Fascism; and Naziism never 
would have gained ascendancy in Germany." 

One of the most fateful consequences of World War I was the emergence of the world's 
first Communist nation, the Soviet Union. Historians have now confirmed that the Bolshevik 
Revolution in Russia was bankrolled by the powerful international bankers of Europe and the 
United States, among them: Paul and Max Warburg, Jacob Schiff, Alfred Milner, John D. 
Rockefeller, and J.P. Morgan. Schiff alone channeled at least $10 million to the support of the 
Red Russians. In return, the Bolsheviks, after coming to power, transferred some 600 million 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


rubles in gold between the years 1918 and 1922 to Schiff's firm, Kuhn, Loeb & Company. This 
cozy relationship between the international bankers and the Soviet Communists proved to be a 
lasting one. 

Another ominous consequence of World War I was the creation of the League of Nations. 
Fortunately for the United States, Americans were sufficiently wary of the concept of World 
Government, to prevent U.S. entry into the body. Not until after the United States had been 
shoved into the Second World War would the American mind be prepared for U.S. entry into an 
agency of World Government. 

Finally, World War I ensured the permanance of the Federal Government's regulatory 
dominance of the entire national economy. The American people were informed by the Wilson 
Administration that is was only logical that there should be one boss of industry as there was one 
of the army. The man selected to be boss of the American economy during the war was Bernard 
M. Baruch, who was appointed Chairman of the War Industries Board. Even at the time of his 
appointment, Baruch was renowned as a New York financier with intimate connections to the 
Money Power. In his book, Baruch: My Own Story, published many years later, Bernard Baruch 
described the significance of this consequence of the war: 

But the real turning point in my thinking -- and I believe in the thinking of American 

businessmen generally -- was World War One. The war forced a shelving of the 

old /aissez-faire tradition and thrust the government into a wholly new role. What 

was done in those war years was never to be completely forgotten. Afterward, 

whenever an emergency arose, whether it was a domestic crisis like the Great 

Depression or a Second World War, the country turned back to the pattern of 

action by the government which had first been developed during World War One. 

By the time the "Progressive Era" ended, and America was allowed to enjoy a brief 
respite of "normalcy," it was no longer a secret to many that a powerful ruling class -- or /nsiders 
-- exercised considerable control over the Government of the United States. On March 26, 1922, 
for instance, Mayor John F. Hylan of New York City stated in a speech: 

The real menace of our Republic is the invisible government which, like a giant octopus, 

sprawls its slimy length over our city, State and nation. At the head is a small 

group of banking houses generally referred to as "international bankers." This 

little coterie of powerful international bankers virtually runs our government for 

their own selfish ends. 

As a result of the takeover of our government by the socialistic Money Power, a new 
word entered our political vocabulary, the Establishment, here defined by columnist Edith 
Kermit Roosevelt, granddaughter of Theodore Roosevelt: 

The word "Establishment" is a general term for the power elite in international finance, 

business, the professions and government, largely from the Northeast, who wield 

most of the power regardless of who is in the White House. 

Most people are unaware of the existence of this "legitimate Mafia." Yet 

the power of the Establishment makes itself felt from the professor who seeks a 

foundation grant, to the candidate for a cabinet post or State Department job. It 

affects the nation's policies in almost every area. 

The CFR 

The most significant action taken by the monied aristocracy in establishing the 
"Establishment" was the creation of the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR) in 1921. The 
purpose of the CFR was to formulate government policy, especially in the area of foreign affairs, 
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and to install personnel in the executive branch of our Federal Government. The Council on 
Foreign Relations would serve as a front for the international bankers, especially J.P. Morgan 
and Company. 

The man selected by the Insiders to establish the Council on Foreign Relations was 
"Colonel" Edward Mandell House, who, as the President's closest adviser, had been the foremost 
agent of the Money Power inside the Wilson Administration. House had anonymously authored a 
book entitled Philip Dru: Administrator, a fictionalized account of a "conspiracy" -- the word is 
his own -- to overthrow the Constitution and establish a dictatorship in the United States. The 
goal of the conspiracy described by House was as follows: "Socialism as dreamed of by Karl 
Marx." 

Although few Americans have ever heard of the Council on Foreign Relations, its 
powerful influence in the affairs of our nation has been significant. Historian Arthur M. 
Schlesinger Jr. (a CFR member) has called the CFR a "front organization [for] the heart of the 
American Establishment." In The Best and the Brightest, David Halberstam termed it "the 
Establishment's unofficial club." Newsweek referred to CFR leaders as "the foreign-policy 
establishment of the U.S." And Richard Rovere described it as "a sort of Presidium for that part 
of the Establishment that guides our destiny as a nation." 

Admiral Chester Ward, former Judge Advocate General of the U.S. Navy and for many 
years a member of the Council on Foreign Relations, subsequently became one of its chief 
critics. According to Ward, the goal of the CFR is the "submergence of U.S. sovereignty and 
national independence into an all-powerful one-world government." He noted that "this lust to 
surrender the sovereignty and independence of the United States is pervasive throughout most of 
the membership." He added: "In the entire CFR lexicon, there is no term of revulsion carrying a 
meaning so deep as 'America First." 

By the time the "Progressive Era" had ended, the organized socialist conspiracy against 
America was well underway. The Establishment had been established, and the Insiders were in 
firm control. The Money Power's Federal Reserve System would soon be plunging the nation 
into the Great Depression, and the Insiders would soon be shoving America into yet another 
World War. 

Forging Modern America 

The man most closely identified with the forging of modern America is Franklin D. 
Roosevelt. Like Woodrow Wilson before him, Roosevelt was intimately affiliated with the 
leftwing Money Power and was its willing tool. Also like Wilson, FDR was promoted as a 
champion of the common man, determined to do battle with the vested interests. Not 
surprisingly, Roosevelt increased even further the government's control over the nation. As with 
the New Freedom's, the New Deal's solution to the problems caused by too much government 
was even more government. The New Deal programs not only prolonged the depression, but 
launched the United States down the destructive path toward a Welfare State. For the first time in 
American history, the Federal Government was saying to the American people: "Let me take 
care of you!" And an alarming number of Americans responded favorably to this appeal. 

Six years after the Nye Committee had concluded that the Insiders had shoved the United 
States into World War I for the benefit of the Money Power, America was being shoved into a 
Second World War for precisely the same reason. After the war, the Insiders succeeded in 
maneuvering the United States into an agency of World Government, the United Nations, 
whereupon they altered U.S. foreign policy to accommodate the spirit of internationalism: 
America, as a sovereign nation, would cease to exist. Nowhere was this shift in policy more 
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evident than in the nature of our warfare; the renaming of the Department of War (now the 
Department of Defense) symbolized the transition. Although two bloody wars have been waged 
during this Age of World Government -- one in Korea, the other in Vietnam -- neither was an 
officially declared war. And, for the first time in U.S. history, the purpose of warfare was not to 
win, but to lose! 

So swiftly did this transition occur that it took many by surprise. When American 
generals led their forces to victory on the battlefield in World War II, they were hailed as heroes. 
When one of those generals, Douglas MacArthur, attempted to win the Korean War a few years 
later, he was summarily fired by President Truman. It stunned the nation. The object lesson for 
the American people was that the United States could not defeat her Communist enemies; ergo, 
since we cannot beat them, we should join them. American soldiers were forced to fight under 
the flag of the United Nations in the Korean War, and the Insiders encouraged draft dodging and 
treasonous activities during the Vietnam War. 

But the American people remained stubbornly patriotic. In 1974, the CFR's official 
journal, Foreign Affairs, carried an article entitled "The Hard Road to World Order," in which 
Richard N. Gardner assessed this problem. He proceeded to outline a strategy to circumvent 
"shortsighted nationalism" by which "'the house of world order’ will have to be built from the 
bottom up rather than from the top down." He concluded that "an end run around national 
sovereignty, eroding it piece by piece, will accomplish much more than the old-fashioned frontal 
assault." This new strategy encompassed two broad programs. One involved the strengthening of 
America's entangling alliances -- from the North Atlantic Treaty Organization to the 
Organization of American States -- so as to obstruct the independent action of the United States 
in the world. Another envisioned the building of a socialistic World Government on a piecemeal 
basis, through the concept of regionalism. 

The Trilateral Commission was established in 1973 under the guidance of David 
Rockefeller, its official purpose being to link North America, Western Europe, and Japan "in 
their economic relations, their political and defense relations, their relations with developing 
countries, and their relations with communist countries." The concept of Trilateralism first 
appeared in the book, Between Two Ages, written by Zbigniew Brzezinski in 1970. Brzezinski 
stated that "Marxism supplied the best available insight into contemporary reality," and 
advocated the abolition of U.S. sovereignty to attain "the goal of world government." 


After the Second World War, the Soviet Union emerged as a mighty world power and a 
decidedly pro-Communist U.S. foreign policy developed. During the war, the Insiders, insisting 
that the Soviet Union was America's "ally," had extended generous "lend-lease" aid to the 
Kremlin. A steady stream of U.S. technology, loans, and food has been routed to Moscow since 
World War II. And, beginning with the sellout of Free China in 1949, the CFR-dominated State 
Department has betrayed a growing number of our genuine allies to the Communists. 

The nefarious activities of the socialistic Money Power had aroused the suspicions of the 
American people after the Second World War. A special committee established in 1953 under 
the chairmanship of Congressman Carroll Reese unearthed a wealth of documentation showing 
that America's tax-exempt foundations were promulgating internationalist concepts and 
bankrolling every conceivable leftwing movement to destroy America's social fabric. Rene 
Wormser summarized the findings of the Reese Committee in his shocking book, Foundations: 
Their Power and Influence. During the preliminary stages of the Congressional investigation, 
Ford Foundation President H. Rowan Gaither invited Norman Dodd, the Director of Research for 
the Reese Committee, to visit the Foundation headquarters in New York City. At that meeting, 
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Gaither informed Dodd that he and other Insiders had for years "operated under directives issued 
by the White House, the substance of which was that we should make every effort to so alter life 
in the United States as to make possible a comfortable merger with the Soviet Union." He added: 
"We are continuing to be guided by just such directives." 

In the wake of the Insider-controlled Watergate machinations, which placed Nelson 
Rockefeller only a heartbeat away from the Presidency, the suspicions of the American people 
were again aroused. America's secret kingmakers had an answer for that problem: Jimmy Carter. 
Although Carter had been trained and tutored by David Rockefeller's agent, Zbigniew 
Brzezinski, he was presented to the nation as a simple man of the people, one dedicated to 
battling the Insiders. At a Carter-for-President rally in Boston on February 17, 1976, Jimmy 
Carter proclaimed: "The people of this country know from bitter experience that we are not 
going to get these changes merely by shifting around the same group of Insiders .... The Insiders 
have had their chance and they have not delivered." 

A few weeks prior to the 1976 election, Hamilton Jordan, the Carter campaign strategist, 
made a pledge to the American people: 

If, after the inauguration, you find a Cy Vance as Secretary of State and Zbigniew 

Brzezinski as head of National Security, then I would say we failed. And I would 

quit. You're going to see new faces and new ideas. 

Nevertheless, after the election, President Carter promptly named Cyrus Vance (CFR) to be his 
Secretary of State and Zbigniew Brzezinski (CFR) to be the head of National Security, as well as 
a host of other Insiders to fill key positions within his Administration. 

The Establishment was also an issue in the 1980 Presidential campaign, the Trilateral 
Commission in particular. It was an issue Ronald Reagan used to advantage against his chief 
Republican rival, George Bush. Yet, shortly after President Reagan had assumed office, he rolled 
out the red carpet for a delegation of Trilateralists to visit the White House. Leading the 
delegation was David Rockefeller! It was no secret as to who really owned the Reagan 
Administration. Today, the White House is occupied by George Bush, a man whose entire 
political career has been one of devoted service to the Money Power's socialistic Establishment. 
The Insiders are still firmly in control of our government. 

America's Future 

In his brilliantly written book, The Shadows of Power, James Perloff notes: 

According to some, history is basically a jumble of events: blunders, coincidences, and 

happenstances that have brought us to where we are today. This outlook does 

nothing to elucidate our past. However, seen in the context of globalist influence 

and maneuvering, history -- especially twentieth century American history -- 

begins to make sense, as if snapping into place upon a calculated blueprint. 

The Insiders would prefer us to believe that the American Establishment does not exist. 
They would prefer that we remain ignorant of how the Establishment was created and how it is 
sustained through unconstitutional Big Government. They would prefer that we remain oblivious 
to the socialist conspiracy aimed at destroying American civilization. If the Insiders succeed in 
their conspiracy, the United States will be socialized completely, converted into a mirror image 
of the Soviet Union, and reduced to a mere province of an iron-fisted World Government 
dictatorship. But the last chapter of America's history does not have to end this way. Aroused 
Americans can reverse the tide of recent history and save our country. The question is will they 
do so? 


WORTH REPEATING 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


There is America, which at this day serves for little more than to amuse you with stories 
of savage men and uncouth manners, yet shall, before you taste of death, show itself equal to the 
whole of that commerce which now attracts the envy of the world. 

-- Edmund Burke (1775) 


Our brethren are already in the field! Why stand we here idle? What is it that gentlemen 
wish? What would they have? Is life so dear, or peace so sweet, as to be purchased at the price of 
chains and slavery? Forbid it, Almighty God! I know not what course others may take; but as for 
me, give me liberty, or give me death. 

-- Patrick Henry (1775) 


If it be the pleasure of Heaven that my country shall require the poor offering of my life, 

the victim shall be ready. But while I do live, let me have a country, or at least the hope of a 
country -- and that of a free country. But whatever may be our fate, be assured ... this declaration 
will stand. It may cost treasure, and it may cost blood; but it will stand, and it will richly 
compensate for both .... And live or die, survive or perish, I am for the declaration. It is my living 
sentiment, and, by the blessing of God, it shall be my dying sentiment: independence now, and 
independence forever. 

-- John Adams (1776) 


[On America] There is no country in the world where the law is kept more within its 
proper domain: the protection of every person's liberty and property. As a consequence of this, 
there appears to be no country in the world where the social order rests on firmer foundation. 

-- Frederic Bastiat 


Here in America you can see daily how little a person needs to be governed. There are 
governments, but no masters; there are governors, but they are only commissioners, agents. What 
there is here of great institutions of learning, of churches, of great commercial institutions, lines 
of communication, etc., almost always owes its existence, not to official authority, but to the 
spontaneous cooperation of private citizens. Here you witness the productiveness of freedom .... 
We learn here how superfluous is the action of governments concerning a multitude of things in 
which in Europe it is deemed absolutely indispensable .... 

-- Carl Schurz (1853) 

(Mr. Schurz, a German immigrant, 
later became a U.S. senator and 
then a cabinet officer.) 


I sought for the key to the greatness and genius of America in her harbors ... in her fertile 
fields and boundless forests; in her rich mines and vast world commerce; in her public school 
system and institutions of learning. I sought for it in her democratic Congress and in her 
matchless Constitution. Not until I went into the churches of America and heard her pulpits 
flame with righteousness did I understand the secret of her genius and power. America is great 
because America is good, and if America ever ceases to be good, America will cease to be great. 

-- Alexis de Tocqueville (1840) 


At what point shall we expect the approach of danger? By what means shall we fortify 


against it? Shall we expect some transatlantic military giant, to step the ocean, and crush us at a 
blow? Never! 
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All the armies of Europe, Asia and Africa combined ... could not by force take a drink 


from the Ohio, or make a track on the Blue Ridge, in a trial of a thousand years. 


At what point then is the approach of danger to be expected? I answer, if it ever reach us, 


it must spring up amongst us. It cannot come from abroad. If destruction be our lot, we must 
ourselves be its author and finisher. As a nation of freemen, we must live through all time, or die 
by suicide. 


POP QUIZ 
1 


-- Abraham Lincoln (1838) 


All we have of freedom, all we use or know -- 
This our fathers bought for us long and long ago. 
-- Rudyard Kipling 


Thank God! I -- I also -- am an American! 
-- Daniel Webster (1843) 


Which of the following resulted from the socialistic experiments at Jamestown and 


What level of government can properly exercise powers not specifically delegated to the 
Federal Government by the Constitution? (a) no level of government; (b) the States; (c) 
the States or the people; (d) unspecified powers can be exercised by the Federal 
Government if the appropriate legislation is enacted by Congress 

Which section of the U.S. Constitution contains the answer to question #3 above? (a) 
Article I, Section 2; (b) the Second Amendment; (c) the Tenth Amendment; (d) because 
the Constitution does not address this subject, the Supreme Court must determine the 
constitutionality of unspecified powers 

According to Franklin D. Roosevelt, for how long has a large financial element owned 
the government of the United States? (a) since the beginning of the Republic; (b) since 
the administration of John Adams; (c) since the administration of Andrew Jackson; (d) 
since the administration of Herbert Hoover 

In what year was the first regulatory agency created? (a) 1787; (b) 1865; (c) 1887; (d) 
1913 

What was the first regulatory agency? (a) Interstate Commerce Commission; (b) 
Occupational Safety and Health Administration; (c) Environmental Protection Agency; 
(d) Committee of Public Safety 

What is meant by the fourth branch of government? (a) an advisory branch created by the 
Eighteenth Amendment; (b) the regulatory branch; (c) the Department of Defense; (d) the 
Summer White House 

Which of the following is most effective at creating monopolies? (a) free-enterprise 
capitalists; (b) powerful railroad interests; (c) the government; (d) Parker Brothers 
Which of the following were adopted in 1913? (a) Sixteenth Amendment (Income Tax); 
(b) Seventeenth Amendment (Direct election of Senators); (c) Federal Reserve Act; (d) 
all of the above 

Which of the following Americans warned of the dangers of the Federal Reserve Act? (a) 
Senator Nelson Aldrich; (b) William Jennings Bryan; (c) William Randolph Hearst St.; 
(d) Charles A. Lindbergh Sr. 
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11. Why do the Soviets honor Pavik Morozov as a "boy martyr"? (a) he was killed by the 
Czar's body guards during an assassination attempt; (b) he led a platoon of children in a 
hopeless attack against a crack German unit; (c) he drowned after pulling his own father, 
a Communist Party official, out of icy waters; (d) none of the above 

12. What part of the Soviet Union does The World to Present, a popular sixth-grade text, 
compare to the American West as "a land of opportunity"? (a) Ural Mountains; (b) 
Ukraine; (c) Black Sea coastline; (d) Siberia 

13. Of what political affiliation was Horace Greeley? (a) Republican; (b) Abolitionist; (c) 
socialist; (d) all of the above 

14. What organization was formed to implement the strategy spelled out by Zbigniew 
Brzezinski in his book, Between Two Ages? (a) the Council on Foreign Relations; (b) the 
Trilateral Commission; (c) the New Age Movement; (d) the Committee for Constitutional 
Reform 

15. After what war was the Council on Foreign Relations formed? (a) Civil War; (b) World 
War I; (c) World War II; (d) Korean War 

16. According to French author Alexis de Tocqueville, what is the key to America's 
greatness? (a) boundless natural resources; (b) public school system; (c) unique 
constitution; (d) goodness 

Answers are on pages: (1) 31, (2) 32 and 57, (3) 32 and 57, (4) 32, (5) 36, (6) 36, (7) 36, (8) 36, 

(9) 36, (10) 36, (11) 11-12, (12) 10, (13) 35, (14) 38-39, (15) 38, (16) 40. 


The Will to Resist 

In the March Soldier of Fortune, editor and publisher Robert K. Brown points out some 
of the "lessons Americans can learn from the Afghan experience": 

The first is that new weapons such as the FIM-92A Stinger anti-aircraft missile and the 

Milan anti-tank missile are fast redressing the balance on the battlefield in favor 

of the grunt. The former denied the Soviets free movement by air; the latter ... will 

deny the Soviets the roads should they choose to stay .... 

Second, a country whose people keep and bear arms is infinitely better 

prepared to resist a foreign invader than one whose people do not .... 

According to Brown, "the quality of the weaponry was almost beside the point; the 
knowledge of how to use it and willingness to use it were what was decisive." (P.O. Box 693, 
Boulder CO 80306, $26) 

Casualties of Socialism 

In the February issue of The Free Market, editor Llewellyn H. Rockwell Jr. observes that 
the 55,000 Armenians who died during the recent earthquake "weren't victims of geologic forces; 
they were casualties of socialism." According to Rockwell, "Nature is often blamed for the 
failure of socialism: bad weather for 70 years of Soviet crop failure and a drought for the 
Ethiopian famine." The reality, however, is something quite different: "Socialist agriculture is the 
cause of food shortages in the USSR, while in Ethiopia, socialist dictator Mengistu has 
deliberately starved the peasants to collectivize and control them." 

So many Armenians were crushed to death by falling buildings because: 

Under socialism, government builders must fulfill the central plan or else. Quality, which 

can't be bureaucratically quantified, means nothing; in fact, it is an impediment to 

turning out the ordered amount of product with the least amount of effort. The 

result is incredibly flimsy buildings. 
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Rockwell notes that, "even in Moscow, buildings come crashing down five or ten years 
after they are built .... In the USSR's internal colonies, standards are even lower -- so low that an 
earthquake that would have minimal effect in the U.S. turns Soviet cities into cemeteries." He 
concludes: "Good economics results in prosperity and freedom. Bad economics results in a 
holocaust." (Ludwig von Mises Institute, 851 Burlway Road, Burlingame CA 94010) 

Beneficiaries of Capitalism 

In the February issue of The Freeman, Peter J. Hill, Senior Associate of the Political 
Economy Research Center in Bozeman, Montana, challenges the popular misconception that 
"capitalism doesn't satisfy certain basic standards of justice." Conceding that "people can behave 
morally or immorally in a free market system," Hill nevertheless insists that "capitalism does 
have a number of moral strengths that are lacking in other economic systems." Those strengths 
include "the ability to: provide freedom of choice, encourage cooperation, provide 
accountability, create wealth for large numbers of people, and limit the exercise of excessive 
power." 

According to Hill, the cooperation that is characteristic of a free market is absent in a 
collectivized market: 

In order to succeed in a private property system, individuals must offer a "better deal" 

than their competitors. They cannot coerce people to buy their products or 

services. They must focus their creative impulses and energy on figuring out ways 

to satisfy others .... 

In contrast, under a collective order, rewards frequently come from being 

as truculent and uncompromising as possible .... 

Hill notes that the oft-bemoaned zero-sum society occurs only in a collectivized system: 
"In a society where people have secure rights to their property, they will exchange property ... 
only when they see the potential for improving their situation." A zero-sum world, "where one 
accumulates more wealth solely by decreasing the wealth of others, occurs only in the absence of 
property rights." 

Hill warns against "institutional arrangements that rely upon massive concentrations of 
power in the hands of the state, even though the explicit goal is to correct injustices in the private 
economy. Societies without property rights," he points out, "concentrate large amounts of power 
in the hands of a few, and that power traditionally has been badly abused." (The Foundation for 
Economic Education, Inc., Irvington-on-Hudson, NY 10533) 

Cut, Cut, Cut 

In the February Reason, editor and publisher Robert W. Poole Jr. argues that "a freeze is 
not enough" to solve the problem of the federal budget deficit. "Congress, the president, and 
most of the media are covering up the true extent of the deficit, thereby masking the need for 
serious cuts in government programs," Poole asserts. "For 1988, instead of the $155-billion 
figure that we hear so frequently, the real deficit is $252 billion, according to the General 
Accounting Office." Moreover, the GAO projection does not include "two major, predictable 
contingencies for the next few years. One is the highly probable taxpayer bailout of the federal 
government's savings & loan insurance program -- which could total between $50 billion and 
$100 billion. And the other is a recession ... which could easily add another $50-100 billion to 
the deficit..." 

Poole maintains that "real cuts" are needed to balance the budget "-- and that means 
eliminating bad programs." He recommends several realistic corrective measures, including an 
end to "a host of boondoggles and plums for special interests," the sale of commercial assets held 
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by the government, and the withdrawal of American troops from Europe. "In short," Poole 
concludes, "there are plenty of ways to cut the budget. And cuts -- massive cuts -- are what we 
need to put our fiscal house in order." (The Reason Foundation, 2716 Ocean Park Boulevard, 
Suite 1062, Santa Monica CA 90405, $24) 

-- F.R. DUPLANTIER 


EDUCATION SATs 
Plummet, Home Schools Soar 


"We are now in the fifth year of the education reform movement, but the SAT scores of 
1988 tell a different stow, that of continued academic decline. In some states that decline has 
been staggering," says Samuel Blumenfeld, in the December issue of The Blumenfeld 
Education Letter. 

The Scholastic Aptitude Test scores, suffering continuous decline since the early 1960s, 
leveled off during the 1980s and posted a few gains. But the reprieve in the downward academic 
slide has been ephemeral, as shown by the 1988 results. "In 1963, the average verbal score was 
478, the average math score 502," says Blumenfeld. "In 1988, the average verbal score was 50 
points lower -- 428, the math score 26 points lower -- 476." Overall, 42 states posted losses in the 
verbal side of the test. 

On the math side of the test, from 1985 to 1988, 30 states posted losses on their score 
averages, four showed no improvement and 16 improved. Both the math and verbal portions of 
the multiple-choice exam taken each year by some 1.1 million college-bound students are scored 
on a scale of 200-800, with a combined 1600 being perfect. The 1988 combined math-verbal 
score was 904, down two points overall from the 1987 score of 906, and down considerably from 
the 1963 total of 980. Officials of the College Board, which administers the annual exam, 
nonetheless cheered the "stability" of SAT scores in recent years. "We're pleased, frankly, that 
there is as much stability in the scores as the data suggests," said Board President Donald M. 
Stewart in releasing the test results. 

The seriousness of the continued SAT score decline is even more pronounced when we 
take into consideration the fact that more and more students are using commercial coaching 
courses to boost their SAT performance, and increasing numbers of high schools are offering 
test-preparation programs. 

"The education media has said little about the 1988 SAT scores, no doubt hoping that the 
public won't notice the continued downward trend," says Blumenfeld. "While many educators 
discount the importance of these tests, they remain the only indicators the public has to measure 
academic improvement or decline on a national scale." 

Keeping Up With Home Schooling 

One measure of the explosive growth of the home-schooling phenomenon is the 
proliferation of books, articles, and news stories on the subject. Another is the impressive array 
of home-school curricula, seminars, conventions and support groups. For those wishing to keep 
abreast of what is happening in this burgeoning movement, the Home School Digest is must 
reading. 

Now into its second full year of publication, this delightful quarterly continues to expand 
and improve with each issue. The Digest has an excellent selection of articles reprinted from 
other sources, as well as its own original pieces, to inform, instruct and inspire. The annual 
subscription price (for four issues) is $10, and well worth it. (Subscriptions available from: 
Wisdom Publications, P.O. Box 3154, LaVale, Maryland 21502). 
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NJEA Sues Parents 

Suppose you are a parent who is upset over the way your child is being treated by certain 
teachers in your local government school. You take the matter up with the teachers and the 
principal. Not satisfied with the results, you pursue the matter with the county School 
Superintendent. The Superintendent investigates and agrees that the school is at fault, and orders 
the principal and teachers involved to take corrective action. 

Suppose also that all of this activity attracts the attention of a local newspaper reporter, 
who interviews you. Without naming names, you explain the cause of friction and the chain of 
events that led to your distress, and, ultimately, to the Superintendent's actions. 

Then, just as you begin to congratulate yourself for standing up for your rights and what 
you believe in, you are slapped with a defamation suit filed by the principal and three teachers. 
The plaintiffs, you learn, are being financed by the state's largest teachers' union. Sound 
incredible? Well, that's the frightening predicament Donna Becherer of Belleville, New Jersey, 
now finds herself in. 

The litigation -- which is being financed by the New Jersey Education Association 
(NJEA), the state affiliate of the National Education Association -- contends that Becherer's 
statements in the newspaper article were "false and libelous" and constituted "imputation of a 
crime." According to an article on the case that appeared in the Sunday Star Ledger (Newark, 
New Jersey) on January 22nd, Mrs. Becherer's allegedly libelous statements appeared in a small 
weekly newspaper, and "did not accuse anyone of striking or otherwise harming" her daughter, 
who was in the third grade at the time. She is quoted as having complained that her daughter was 
forced to sit in the corner and was "physically lifted" by an unnamed teacher. She did not 
identify any of the four plaintiffs or even the grade to which her daughter was assigned. 

The NJEA has hired Sanford Oxfeld, an attorney active with the New Jersey Civil 
Liberties Union, to prosecute the case on behalf of principal Austin MacArthur and three 
teachers. Becherer is unable to afford a lawyer and is trying to defend herself. "I just cannot 
afford the kind of retainers attorneys have requested to represent me," says Becherer. "I'm going 
to try to handle the case on a pro se basis." 

The suit has been denounced even by the executive director of the state ACLU, who has 
blasted the case as "an obvious attempt to punish people for speaking out about the conditions in 
their schools." 

"This is obviously a free speech issue," Edward Martone, the head of the New Jersey 
ACLU, is quoted as saying in the Sunday Star Ledger. "It is clear it will prevent people from 
speaking out about their schools in the future. I don't think there is any other way to characterize 
this case but as abuse of the legal process in order to prevent criticism .... Even when you win 
you lose," said Martone. "The cost of defending yourself can be punishing." 

-- WILLIAM F. JASPER 


FREE ENTERPRISE The Savings 
and Loan Rangers 


Who are those masked men using our money to bail out the S&Ls? 


There are currently more than 350 insolvent -- but still operating -- savings & loan 
institutions in the United States. In addition, there are more than 200 thrifts in financial limbo 
that were forced to shut down last year. These 550 S&Ls have lost an estimated $100 billion in 
depositors' funds. This represents a loss nearly half as large as the total federal budget deficit. 
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If this were strictly a private sector affair, it would certainly be an extreme fiscal 
calamity. However, as tragic as this would be, at least in the corporate realm those that risked 
their investment dollars in the quest for profits would be forced to bear the full loss. 

The problem is that the thrift industry is not a private sector enterprise. The $100 billion 
in depositors' losses are insured and guaranteed by "the full faith and credit of these United 
States." That is, thanks to promises made by New Deal politicians back in the 1930s, today's 
American taxpayers are ultimately responsible for making good on the entire $100 billion loss. 

This $100 billion could be just the tip of the iceberg! According to one study conducted 
by the New York consulting firm of Allen & Hamilton, a thousand more S&Ls may have to be 
declared insolvent and closed over the next five years. This would cost taxpayers an additional 
$100 billion! 

During a dramatic press conference held on February 6th, President George Bush 
announced his plan to "rescue" the troubled savings & loan industry. The Bush plan was 
hammered out during the previous weekend at a Camp David meeting with Fed Chairman Alan 
Greenspan and a group of senior aides. The Administration's rescue plan -- which must be 
approved by Congress -- has four key components: stronger regulatory controls over the 
industry, a $50 billion taxpayer-supported bond scheme, higher insurance deposit premiums 
from the S&Ls, and a de facto merger of the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation (FDIC) and 
the Federal Savings and Loan Insurance Corporation (FSLIC). In addition, according to Budget 
Director Richard Darman, as part of the bailout plan taxpayers will be forced to pay $39.9 billion 
over the next ten years. 

Each of Bush's rescue provisions are fatally flawed. First, stronger regulation of the S&L 
industry is not the cure but the disease! The Establishment consensus, as expressed by the New 
York Times, is that the S&L disaster was caused by "lax regulation and undue interference from 
industry officials." Or, "bad lending practices, fraud, and mismanagement." That is, the public 
sector, and their apologist media cronies, are doing what they typically do best -- i.e., they are 
attempting to pin the blame on the victim, "the industry." 

President Bush added credence to this erroneous view during his press conference when 
he assented that, in addition to changes in economic conditions, "unconscionable risk taking, 
fraud, and outright criminality" led to the S&L crisis. To make sure that it would never happen 
again, the President called for a $50 million increase in the Justice Department's budget to 
investigate and "place behind bars those who have caused losses through criminal behavior." 

Given the premise that the S&L industry is plagued by rampant criminality and 
anti-social economic freedom, the obvious solution is to increase regulation. The problem is that 
this approach is in sharp conflict with the reality of the situation. S&Ls are not products of a free 
capitalist economy. They are, and always have been, creatures of federal regulation and of 
special government privilege. Social engineers and interventionists created the S&L industry 
during the New Deal era as a mechanism to boost demand for the housing industry through the 
increased use of home mortgages. A system-wide meltdown began to occur during the early 
1980s because rigid 1930s-era regulations prevented the S&L industry from adjusting to meet 
the needs and new realities of the modern marketplace. These new realities included inflation, 
wide fluctuations in both oil and real estate prices, the impact of inflationism, and a general 
diversification of high-yield investment options available to consumers. 

While there certainly are cases of criminality involved in the S&L crisis -- as there seems 
to be with most enterprises involving government intervention -- the vast majority of the blame 
lies with the Federal Government and the political leaders who both created and perpetuated the 


(c) 2000 American Opinion Publishing, Inc. -- Wwww.thenewamerican.com 


S&L system. Therefore, since regulation and politics caused the crisis, it is difficult to see how 
increased regulation is going to solve the S&L problem. If anything, increased regulation and 
government tinkering will merely compound the negative effects of this financial crisis at a later 
date. 

Second, under the Bush rescue plan, $50 billion worth of bonds will be issued by a new 
corporation created by the Federal Government. Thus, a $50 billion bond issue would not be 
included in the federal budget. In other words, this new $50 billion public debt would become 
still another off-budget item! 

The third provision would mandate premiums for deposit insurance. Under the bailout 
plan, the Federal Government would increase the current deposit insurance premium rate from 
8.3 cents per $100 to 15 cents by 1991. According to President Bush, this increase would 
generate an additional $5 billion in income next year. This money would then be used to offset 
interest and related bailout costs. 

Regardless of what the premium rate is, the deposit insurance system is still based on a 
future claim on the American taxpayer. As the S&L crisis clearly proves, the Federal 
Government obviously should not be in the insurance business. Those who wish to reap profits 
from the banking business should bear the entire risk and cost. Deposit insurance destroys this 
relationship, makes poor management decisions, and forces innocent taxpayers to pay for other 
people's judgement errors. 

Fourth, the FDIC currently insures the deposits of the nation's 13,000 federally chartered 
commercial banks. Under the Bush plan, the FDIC would now insure S&L deposits (a task 
formerly attempted by the FSLIC). Despite the promise to keep the insurance funds in two 
separate accounts, the same bureaucracy and the same managers would now be in charge of both 
S&Ls and commercial banks. In effect, this Bush reform is a risky shotgun marriage of the 
relatively healthy commercial banking system and the nearly terminal thrifts. What is 
Washington going to do if the S&L cancer spreads and pulls down the entire American banking 
system? 

Even if the rescue plan were approved by Congress, the $100 billion Savings and Loan 
crisis is going to be a long-running problem for the Bush Administration. Rather than increased 
centralization, the prudent solution would be to consider fragmenting and decentralizing the 
American banking system, which would minimize the damage in any future economic crush. 

-- MARK D. ISAACS 


NEWSLETTER LINE 


This review of major financial newsletters is not intended by THE NEW AMERICAN as 
personal financial advice. 

Tony Henfrey says in the January 6th issue of On Markets that a decline of the DJIA is 
expected soon and if it falls below 2070 "make sure you head for the hills. And, as far as the DJ 
Bond Index is concerned, you should sell if 88 is penetrated." (Box 460, Klouf 3640, South 
Africa, $185) 

Robert Kwasny notes in the January 19th issue of Kwasny Economics that he continues 
to be long term bearish on the stock market although the current bear market rally seems to have 
some upside momentum remaining. He is fairly certain that the CRB Futures Index is in a 
downtrend. Gold is now an attractive short and "oil appears to be a particularly attractive short." 
(207 Harmon Cove Towers, Secaucus NJ 07094, $175) 

John Johnson reports in the January 25th issue of Daily News Digest that Gorbachev's 
status is sinking, according to experts inside the USSR. Some of these Soviet analysts believe 
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that the sweeping changes in the Soviet system that we have been reading about were just a 
maneuver by the KGB to further entrench its power at the expense of Gorbachev. (Box 84902, 
Phoenix AZ 85071, $97) 

R. E. McMaster states in the January 26th issue of the Reaper: "In our cash investment 
accounts, we are rather quiet presently. We prefer to stay in U.S. T-Bills, with our previous 
diversification into the Canadian dollar, Australian dollar and British pound. We want to avoid 
stocks and bonds, with the possible exception of holding a few muni bonds." (Box 84901, 
Phoenix AZ 85071, $195) 

Mike Ketcher says in the February issue of Predictions: "There are serious problems in 
the rare coin industry that are scarcely being discussed. One of these is overgrading, which has 
not been solved, despite the claims of many coin dealers to the contrary. If you don't know what 
you're doing, you should not buy rare coins." (Suite 1200, 7910 Woodmont Avenue, Bethesda 
MD 20814, $78) 

Richard Russell states in the January 25th issue of Dow Theory Letters that under Dow 
Theory the Dow Jones averages topped out in August 1987, and we have been in a primary bear 
market ever since. The averages are still far below their 1987 highs and as far as Dow Theory 
goes, it doesn't make any difference what the averages do in this current area. We're still in a 
primary bear market. (Box 1759, La Jolla CA 92038, $225) 

Lynn Elgert states in the January 26th issue of the Lynn Elgert Report: "Many people 
see the DJIA moving higher, but what they don't see is the subsurface weakness creeping in. The 
market shows a definite loss of upside momentum, so odds favor being in the general area of a 
market top." He thinks February could well see a decline of about 10 to 15 percent in the Dow. 
(Box 84906, Phoenix AZ 85071, $225) 

James McKeever says in the January 27th "Special Alert" issue of the McKeever 
Strategy Letter: "Yesterday the Dow broke above the 2260 level. Even though we think that this 
may be a final phase blowoff for the stock market on the intermediate term, our major buy signal 
is now in effect for stocks." (Box 4130, Medford OR 97501, $195) 

Don Weisman observes in the January 28th issue of AcuTrend: "I believe the price of 
gold will continue its current decline, with only brief and inconsequential interruptions, into the 
first week of March, at which point it should stabilize at new support levels, possibly as low as 
$360. Any rallies that may follow thereafter should be rather feeble in nature, and likely not 
sustainable." (Box 34, St. Cloud MN 56302, $150) 

Mark Skousen notes in the February issue of Forecasts & Strategies that eventually, 
"the Fed's 'anti-inflation' policy will create a credit crunch and another downwave in the stock 
market. There will be a great buying opportunity later this year, but be prepared for a serious 
roller coaster ride along the way. Gold remains in the doldrums. But silver looks promising at 
under $6." (7811 Montrose Road, Potomac MD 20854, $135) 

Douglas Casey says in the February issue of Investing In Crisis that platinum remains 
overpriced and overpromoted. He says it is in substantial surplus and that surplus is likely to 
grow. He notes that platinum is purely an industrial metal. He does not like it as an investment. 
(824 East Baltimore Street, Baltimore MD 21202, $195) 

Richard Band reports in the February Ist issue of Personal Finance that he is extremely 
cautious concerning the stock market and has reduced his equity holdings. He prefers bonds over 
stocks and thinks that by year end inflation and interest rates will have fallen substantially. "Thus 
it's urgent for investors to lock up today's high yields (on bonds) before they disappear -- 
forever." The metals are still in a bear market, he says. (Box 1462, Alexandria VA 22313, $118) 
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Harry Schultz notes in the January 22nd issue of the International Harry Schultz Letter 
that he believes an "involuntary credit liquidation is on the horizon" and that "a liquidity squeeze 
is ahead." Among his other predictions is that gold will continue sliding. "But turn up in 
September/October. Gold downside potential: minimum 350 (where to buy); maximum: 300 plus 
or minus." (Box 622, CH-1001 Lausanne, Switzerland, $275) 

Kennedy Gammage states in the January 31st issue of the Richland Report: "Although 
we See no signs of it at present, we nevertheless believe the historical odds strongly favor not 
only a recession, but also a cyclical bear market, within the next two years. This is a trader's 
market, not for widows and orphans." Corrections in the market are due to begin soon. (Box 222, 
La Jolla CA 92038, $177) 

Franklin Sanders observes in the February issue of the Moneychanger: "In general, I 
expect this to be a good year for all the precious metals. If we haven't already seen the lows, we 
will probably see them by the middle of March, with some wild action later in the year." Gold 
might exceed $700 this year. (Box 341753, Memphis TN 38184, $65) 

Robert Prechter says in the February issue of the Elliott Wave Theorist: "The Dow 
went higher than anticipated a year ago, but all signs indicate that blue chip stocks are blowing 
off at the top of a bear market rally. Gold is about to break its 1988 low, and we're still short," he 
says. (Box 1618, Gainesville GA 30503, $233) 

-- W. A. "JOHN" JOHNSON 


PROFILE The 
Bleeding Heart Conservative 


Jack Kemp abandons his ideals to join the Establishment 


"Jack Kemp is one of the premier architects of the opportunities society that we are trying 
to create." On December 19, 1988, with this ringing endorsement, President-elect George Bush 
announced former Congressman Kemp (R-NY) as his nominee for Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development (HUD). Mr. Bush spoke of Kemp's plans to create jobs and encourage 
investment in depressed urban areas through so-called "enterprise zones," as well as his 
Secretary-designate's commitment to urban homesteading, which allows public housing residents 
to gain a stake in their own communities. Attempting to sound conservative, Kemp declared, 
upon accepting the nomination, "I don't think government can solve all problems ... we need a 
public-private partnership." However, since his unanimous confirmation on February 2nd, the 
new HUD secretary has made several statements that should make true conservatives wary. 

Jack Kemp was born in Los Angeles in 1935. He graduated from Occidental College in 
1957 with a BA in physical education. For the next 13 years, he quarterbacked such professional 
football teams as the San Diego Chargers and the Buffalo Bills. In 1965, MVP Kemp led the 
Bills to the American Football League (AFL) championship. He was co-founder and president of 
the AFL's Player's Association from 1965 to 1970. 

Kemp entered conservative politics in 1960, when he volunteered for Richard Nixon's 
presidential campaign. He was also a member of Barry Goldwater's team in 1964. In 1967, 
Kemp was special assistant to then-California Governor Ronald Reagan, and became special 
assistant to the Chairman of the Republican National Committee in 1969. Kemp began his 
18-year career in the House of Representatives in 1970, when he captured 52 percent of the vote 
in upstate New York's 31st District. 

During his tenure in Congress, Representative Kemp maintained a strong conservative 
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voting record. His cumulative score in THE NEW AMERICAN'S "Conservative Index" was 91 
percent for the 100th Congress (1987-88). He missed many of the votes cast by Congress in 
1988, however, due to the long hours spent on the campaign trail in his unsuccessful bid for the 
Republican nomination for President. 

Kemp presented himself to the voters as a "progressive conservative." He introduced a 
tax-cutting, supply-side solution to the country's economic woes; he supported the early 
deployment of Ronald Reagan's strategic defense initiative (SDI); he proposed $310 million in 
aid for the Nicaraguan Contras; and he was a staunch pro-life advocate. Kemp, however, like the 
rest of the Republican hopefuls, could not keep up with George Bush's campaign pace; after 
dropping out of the race on March 10, 1988, Representative Kemp, with an eye to his own 
political future after passing up a reelection bid in the House, endorsed Mr. Bush for President. "I 
want all Republicans to unite behind George Bush," Kemp declaimed, "to make our party so 
strong ... we can become the majority party with the American people." 

Unfortunately, as the new Secretary of Housing and Urban Development, Jack Kemp 
seems to be doing just that: aligning himself with the Bush Establishment and foregoing many of 
his conservative ideals in the process. In a speech to the U.S. Conference of Mayors on January 
19th, Kemp described himself as "a bleeding heart conservative." "I'm going to throw labels out," 
said Kemp. "We're going to throw out ideology." 

In 1987, Representative Kemp voted against the House version of the McKinney 
Homeless Assistance Act, a bill to authorize $725 million in funding for the homeless. (He did 
not vote on the final version later in the year.) The bill was subsequently enacted. Now, 
Secretary Kemp is calling for "full financing of McKinney." In fact, he is looking for even more 
federal funds for the homeless programs, and has vowed "to fight for reordering the priorities" of 
the Reagan budget for fiscal 1990, which proposed a cut in homeless assistance from $682.8 
million to $340 million. Kemp seems to have forgotten quickly the conservative rule of thumb: 
federal funding equals federal control. 

An energetic and committed politician, Kemp is expected to breathe life into HUD, 
which has been at the bottom of the Cabinet pile for the past eight years under his predecessor, 
Samuel Pierce. He does not want the "federal budget cutters" to trim funds from his department. 
"I'm going to be an activist. I'm going to be an advocate," Kemp said. "I want it known that you 
cannot balance the budget off the backs of the poor." 

Many observers feel Kemp's appeal within the black community -- the result of his 
history of support for key civil rights legislation -- also makes him a good choice for his new 
position. During a news conference in December, Kemp used the words of Martin Luther-King: 
"I want you to know I have 'an audacious faith’ that together we can help recapture the American 
dream." 

In addition to the many conservatives who supported Jack Kemp's nomination as 
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development, two representatives of the far-left wing of the 
Democratic Party also hailed President Bush's selection. Senator Alan Cranston (D-CA) 
proclaimed himself "delighted" with the choice, and Senator Paul Sarbanes (D-MD) felt 
"reassured that Kemp is not rigid or inflexible" when it comes to important issues and programs. 
Such voluble support from Jack Kemp's ideological opposition, along with his own recent 
liberal-leaning pronouncements, should prompt conservatives to watch the new Cabinet member 
closely. 

-- ELIZABETH DRUMMEY 
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Choosing Pragmatism 


Over Principle 

Ours is an age marked by the abandonment of principle. It's not that principles are 
unknown; they are just not practiced. Recent years have produced many reassuring speeches, but 
these welcome words have had little in common with an array of programs that are not only in 
place but continue to grow. 

Force Replaces Voluntarism 

To make our point, let's focus on a hard and fast principle. We begin by realizing that it is 
people who create just governments. The individuals who form them can delegate to 
governments only those powers they possess. Since a person, or a group of persons, can properly 
protect -- even by force -- his life and property, a government created by persons can legitimately 
be given police and military powers to do the protecting. 

But no person has the right to take from another to give to a third (or to keep for himself). 
Stated another way, no individual can rightfully compel another individual to share his 
possessions with a third. Or, once again, forced redistribution of wealth violates both the 
God-given rights of individuals and the principles of just governments. Such a practice actually 
makes governments unjust and invites the accumulation of totalitarian power. 

Please realize that we have enunciated no condemnation of voluntary giving of one's 
possessions to another. Where practiced, charitable giving earns praise for the giver, provides 
help for the recipient, and marks the nation as healthy and virtuous. Voluntary giving is good; 
forced giving is not. 

Federal Programs Wrong 

With the above as a foundation, the wrongness of an array of federal programs ought to 
be obvious. Consider the cabinet-level Department of Housing and Urban Development, a 1965 
creation that now spends roughly $20 billion annually. Funding for it is forcibly taken from all 
taxpayers, sent through a huge bureaucracy where a sizable chunk is consumed, and used to 
build housing for some persons and supply revenues for some municipalities. 

The fortunate municipalities then form more bureaucracy to soak up more chunks of 
money. Some of the funds -- ignoring various forms of corruption that are rarely absent -- benefit 
only the affected municipalities and their residents. Taxpayers from rural Podunks have been 
forced to pay for housing for faraway persons, edifices for faraway cities, and salaries for 
faraway bureaucrats. The principles of good government have been ignored, and justice has 
effectively been thrown out the window. 

The Bush Administration has tapped former Congressman Jack Kemp to lead the HUD 
monstrosity. Widely touted as a hard-line, principled, conservative ideologue, Kemp has already 
abandoned any pretense of conservatism. His name and reputation have been used to calm 
conservative fears. But, once again, conservatives are getting the rhetoric and liberals are getting 
the action. Already praised by liberal commentators for his many "pragmatic" appointments, 
George Bush will not be giving America a just and good government. And, as he has just 
resoundingly confirmed, neither will Jack Kemp. 

-- JOHN F. MCMANUS 


This commentary is also syndicated by The John Birch Society Features. 
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Has Manley Really Changed? 

ITEM: Jn a February 20th Newsweek story about his recent reelection, after an 
eight-year hiatus, as Prime Minister of Jamaica, Michael Manley was quoted as saying that he 
was no longer the pro-Castro revolutionary who ruled Jamaica from 1972 to 1980. "The country 
has evolved, the world has evolved, and we must evolve with it," said Manley. "I think I have 
evolved." 

CORRECTION: Whether Michael Manley has indeed abandoned his Marxist views 
remains to be seen, but we are not encouraged by the photograph in Newsweek that shows him 
brandishing a clenched-fist salute. This salute has long been a Communist's way of signaling 
comrades everywhere that he is one of them. 

Civil War in Afghanistan? 

ITEM: The Associated Press dispatch in the February 16th Boston Globe talked about 
the last Soviet soldier to leave Afghanistan: "I wasn't looking back,' said Lt. Gen. Boris Gromov 
after leaving Afghan soil where 15,000 Soviet troops died in a civil war that still rages." 

CORRECTION: Webster's Dictionary defines a civil war as a "war between opposing 
groups of citizens of the same country or nation." There was nothing civil about the brutal war 
waged against the people of Afghanistan by more than 115,000 Soviets troops for nine years. 

Truth About Pearl Harbor 

ITEM: Jn a column devoted to refuting "popular rumors," the February 14th National 
Inquirer said the belief that "President Franklin D. Roosevelt had advance knowledge of the 
attack on Pearl Harbor, but kept quiet because he hoped the attack would rally America to fight 
Japan" was false. The paper said that "Roosevelt was planning to declare war soon on Japan. 
He wouldn't have allowed a sneak attack to weaken his Naval and Air Forces so tremendously." 

CORRECTION: For evidence that the popular rumor is true, that FDR concealed 
advance knowledge of the Japanese attack from the U.S. commanders at Pearl Harbor, leading to 
the deaths of more than 2,000 Americans, see Rear Admiral Robert O. Theobald's 1954 book 
The Final Secret of Pearl Harbor and John Toland's 1982 book Infamy: Pearl Harbor and Its 
Aftermath. James Perloff provided an excellent summary of both books in the December 8, 1986 
issue of THE NEW AMERICAN. 

The Ten Commandments 

ITEM: Answering a reader's question about the Ten Commandments in the February 9th 
Providence Visitor, Fr. John Dietzen wrote: "Jesus, for example, never speaks in the Gospels of 
the Ten Commandments directly." 

CORRECTION: We call Fr. Dietzen's attention to the story of the rich young man in 
Chapter 19 of Matthew's Gospel, Chapter 10 of Mark, and Chapter 18 of Luke. Matthew relates 
it this way in verses 16-19: "And behold, a certain man came to him and said, 'Good Master, 
what good work shall I do to have eternal life?' He said to him, 'Why dost thou ask me about 
what is good? One there is who is good, and he is God. But if thou wilt enter into life, keep the 
commandments.' He said to him, 'Which?' And Jesus said, 'Thou shalt not kill, thou shalt not 
commit adultery, thou shalt not steal, thou shalt not bear false witness, honor thy father and 
mother, and thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself." 

Sounds a Lot Like Pravda 

ITEM: Writing in the January-February Bulletin of the Atomic Scientists, Richard 
Falk of Princeton University said: "The Soviet Union under Mikhail Gorbachev, through 
consistent advocacy of a stronger United Nations and concrete initiatives in international law 
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and arms control, has seized the normative initiative from the United States when it comes to the 
promotion of global reform. Moscow, not Washington, provides the world with some basis to 
hope for the avoidance of warfare and nuclearism, for a safer and more equitable world, and 
more recently, with the prospect of conflict management through strengthened U.N. 
peace-keeping capacities." 

CORRECTION: No, what you have just read did not appear in the Communist Party 
newspaper Pravda, although it sounds like it. It's just another example of non-Communists doing 
the propaganda work of the Communists for them. 

Doctors Who Kill Babies 

ITEM: /n an article about Dr. Etienne-Emile Baulieu in the February 12th New York 
Times Magazine, the discoverer of the abortion pill RU 486 was quoted as saying that his pill 
should be called a "contragestive" because it stops gestation. "I resent it when people present the 
very early interruption of pregnancy as killing a baby, morally or physically," he said. "I think 
it's a crime to say that." 

CORRECTION: What gall! That's like Ted Bundy saying it's a crime to accuse him of 
killing all those women. Baulieu knows full well that life begins at conception, that the baby's 
heart begins to beat at 18 days, and that brain waves can be recorded by the 40th day. He also 
knows that his death-dealing pill, in the words of the Times, "in effect causes a miscarriage, 
preventing the fertilized egg from implanting on the uterine wall or causing the uterine lining to 
shed eggs that have already implanted." Notice how the Times covers up the atrocity by calling 
the baby an egg. When was the last time you heard a pregnant woman say that she was expecting 
a fertilized egg? Many women are greatly saddened when they suffer a miscarriage because they 
know the child in their womb has died. So who does Baulieu think he's kidding when he says his 
chemically caused miscarriage doesn't kill a baby? 

Doctors Who Kill Adults 

ITEM: Writing in the January 20th American Medical News, Dr. John Wrable of Tom's 
River, New Jersey, urged doctors to kill their terminally ill patients, saying that "active 
euthanasia is a realistic alternative to the extraordinary measures being used today to keep 
patients alive, and it's cost effective ... because it reduces the terminally ill patient's hospital stay 
and stops the use of expensive machines ... and drugs." 

CORRECTION: So much for the ancient medical principle that a doctor should do no 
harm to his patient. Curing has been replaced by cost-effective killing. 

-- JAMES J. DRUMMEY 


ODDLY ENOUGH 


Sweet and Sour Employees 

In an officially capitalist country like ours, it's easy enough to provide both rewards for 
good work in the form of advancements and bonuses, and sanctions for poor work, in the form of 
firing. But in a totally socialist country, where employment and all the other necessities of life 
are guaranteed to every worker, recognition for good work is easy enough but firing is next to 
impossible. 

In China, they're trying something new, and it's something to which the Chinese are 
especially sensitive: public humiliation. In the ancient walled city of Xian, the Xian department 
store has initiated an innovative program of selecting the "40 Worst" employees for public 
recognition. Among the store's 800 employees, poor service is so rampant that the only way to 
decide on the "40 Worst" seemed to be to let the customers vote; and vote they did. 

The 40 winners of this unpopularity contest were announced at a staff meeting and 
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reported in the local newspaper. What was worse, each got a plaque hung over her workplace, 
bearing her picture and identifying her as one of the "40 Worst." In addition, in good old Chinese 
fashion, the 40 unlucky "winners" were required to write self-criticisms analyzing their 
shortcomings, and in most cases to forfeit their regular monthly bonuses, which amount to about 
a quarter of their income. 

It worked. "I accept my punishment, since my error hurt the store's reputation," says 
Chen Jie, a 19-year-old salesclerk sanctioned for snapping at customers. "Today, I view my little 
three-foot shop counter as a window of socialist civilization." Since reformation brings relief, 
Chen Jie's badge of humiliation has probably been removed by now, and the store's directors, 
pleased with the success of their ploy, are preparing to select another lot of poor workers for 
sanctions. 

The Delinquency of Miners 

Miners at an iron ore mine in Western Australia must have used up all the available days 
off for attending funerals of grandmothers and other family members. When Emperor Hirohito of 
Japan died recently, they professed themselves to be so grief-stricken that they applied for a day 
off -- with full pay -- to mourn the emperor's passing. 

The rationale of their request, which was presented to the three Japanese shareholders in 
the massive iron ore project (Mitsui Iron Ore, Sumitomo Metals, and Nippon Steel), was that the 
substantial Japanese ownership had generated ill will among the workers who felt they had 
"suffered a great reduction in their conditions" since the Japanese bought into the project." 

"We understand the deep sense of grief that will be felt by all Japanese on the death of his 
majesty, and observance of a non-work day by Australian miners would be an appropriate way 
for them to demonstrate their feelings of sympathy and condolence," the formal application 
explained. 

The miners' request was denied. 

-- RICHARD MCKINNEY 
AND ELAINE BECHTEL 


Understanding the Constitution 

The line goes something like this: The Declaration of Independence was written in 1776 
by radical idealists who spoke of the equality of man and the rights of life, liberty, and the 
pursuit of happiness. By 1787 the reactionaries had taken over, and the Constitution they 
produced is a conservative document designed to protect the property and privileges of the ruling 
classes. The Constitution therefore represents a betrayal of the noble ideals of the Declaration. 

This view, popular since Charles Beard wrote his famous work, An Economic 
Interpretation of the Constitution of the United States, in 1913, is accepted as dogma by many 
liberal academicians. But it is flawed in many respects. Robert E. Brown thoroughly refuted 
Beard in his book, Charles Beard and the Constitution: A Critical Analysis of "An Economic 
Interpretation of the Constitution." Brown points out that practically all Americans, not just 
securities investors and land speculators, stood to gain economically from a stable government. 
He notes that, according to Beard's own figures, the wealth of the United States in 1787 was 96.7 
percent real estate, only 3.3 percent personal property. That being the case, Brown asks, why 
would agricultural, real estate-dominated legislatures have chosen self-interested securities 
investors to be delegates to the Constitutional Convention? And why would wealthy land 
speculators like Patrick Henry have worked against the Constitution if their only motive had 
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been personal gain? And Beard's argument, that the urban areas tended to support the 
Constitution while rural areas opposed it, ignores the fact that the three states that unanimously 
ratified the Constitution -- Delaware, New Jersey, and Georgia -- were primarily agricultural. 
Certainly, economics was one concern of the Founding Fathers. But it was not their only 
concern, nor their primary one. 

To understand the Declaration and the Constitution correctly, one must view them 
together. In this sense, the Constitution is a much more radical document than the Declaration. 
For the Declaration simply states in glowing terms the basic principles or ideals upon which this 
nation is based. The Constitution goes beyond the Declaration in that it provides a practical 
means by which these ideals may be realized in a society of sinful, fallen men. Without the 
Constitution, the Declaration is merely a statement of principles. Without the Declaration, the 
Constitution is simply a mechanical document. 

An important ideal stated in the Declaration is that of human equality. By this the 
Founding Fathers did not mean that all men are entitled to equal wealth or equal popularity or 
equal ability. But they did mean that all men are equal in the sight of God, and that all men are 
entitled to equal justice under the law. 

The Founders derived this concept of equality from the Judeo-Christian view that man is 
created in God's image. Scripture teaches that "God is no respecter of persons" (Acts 10:34), and 
that the judges were not to show partiality to the rich or the poor but were to dispense equal 
justice for all (Exodus 23:6). The creationist view gives a firm basis for a belief in equality. On 
the other hand, if one believes man is nothing more than a chance product of evolution, it is easy 
to jump to the conclusion that some races have evolved further than others. Lest this sound 
far-fetched, let it be noted that Hitler declared in Mein Kampf: 

If nature does not wish that weaker individuals should mate with stronger, she wishes 

even less that a superior race should intermingle with an inferior one. Why? 

Because in such a case her efforts, throughout hundreds of thousands of years, to 

establish an evolutionary higher stage of life, may thus be rendered futile. 

This Judeo-Christian view of man as created in the image of God also gave rise to the 
Founders' belief in God-given human rights. The Founders recognized that rights come not from 
government but from God: "We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created 
equal, that they are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these 
are Life, Liberty, and the pursuit of Happiness." What basis is there for a belief in human rights, 
if man is merely the result of a chance evolutionary process? Why, then, does man have any 
more rights than an ape, or an amphibian, or an amoeba? 

The Founders recognized a third factor: "That to secure these rights, Governments are 
instituted among Men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the governed." This view, 
that government is based upon the consent of the governed, is rooted in Scripture, which views 
the ruler not as an absolute sovereign but rather as a servant of God. (See Romans 13, where the 
diakonos, translated minister, means servant.) Moreover, while God places rulers in authority 
(Daniel 2:21), He normally does so by working through human agencies, such as the voters. 
Thus we read in Judges 8:22, "The men of Israel said unto Gideon, Rule thou over us"; or in 
Judges 9:6, "The men of Shechem ... made Abimelech king." 

When the Founding Fathers spoke of the "consent of the governed," they meant 
something different from the absolute majority rule we speak of today. Martin Diamond said it 
well in the Fall 1975 issue of The Public Interest: 

Now "to secure these rights," men quit the insecure state of nature and "Governments are 
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instituted among men, deriving their just powers from the consent of the 

governed." Here we have the unambiguous meaning of the other phrase in the 

Declaration that is now so typically misunderstood. It has been transformed to 

mean rule by the consent of majorities, that is, consent according to the 

procedures of the democratic form of government. But the Declaration does not 

say that consent is the means by which the government is to operate; it says that 

consent is necessary only to institute or establish the government. It does not 

prescribe that the people establish a democratic form of government which 

operates by means of their consent. Instead, the Declaration states that they may 

organize government on "such principles" as they choose, and that they may 

choose "any form of government" they deem appropriate to secure their rights .... 

And by "any form of government," the Declaration emphatically includes -- as 

any literate 18th-century reader would have understood -- not only the democratic 

form of government, but also a mixed form, and the aristocratic and monarchic 

forms as well .... 

Thus the Declaration, accurately speaking, is neutral on the question of 

forms of government; any form is legitimate, provided it secures equal freedom 

and is instituted by popular consent. But as to how to secure that freedom the 

Declaration, in its famous passage on the principles of government, is silent. 

Note, further, that the "just powers" of government were limited to those derived from the 
consent of the governed. In the Framers' view, government had no powers other than those 
delegated to it by the people through the Constitution. To make that clear to succeeding 
generations, they wrote it in concrete in the Tenth Amendment: "The powers not delegated to the 
United States by the Constitution, nor prohibited by it to the states, are reserved to the States 
respectively, or to the people." The Tenth Amendment, far from being an exercise in redundancy 
as modern law professors are fond of saying, is really the cornerstone of limited government. 

The Framers still had to wrestle with this most difficult of all political questions: How do 
we realize these ideals in a society of sinful, fallen men? Human nature being what it is, how can 
we make sure government has enough authority to restrain the sinful impulses of man, while at 
the same time making sure government does not become so powerful as to become tyrannical 
and oppressive? That is where the Declaration left off and the Constitution took over. 

Unlike the French, who based a Revolution on faith in the goodness of man rather than 
trust in the law of God, and who saw their Revolution degenerate into anarchy and ultimately 
despotism, the Founding Fathers had no such illusions about human nature. Nearly all of them 
shared a Christian, and mainly Calvinist, world view; they regarded man as basically sinful and 
self-centered. And they knew that any governmental system, to work effectively, must be based 
upon a realistic view of human nature. James Madison wrote in The Federalist No. 51: 

But what is government itself but the greatest of all reflections on human nature? If men 

were angels, no government would be necessary. If angels were to govern men, 

neither external nor internal controls on government would be necessary. In 

framing a government which is to be administered by men over men, the great 

difficulty lies in this: You must first enable the government to control the 

governed; and in the next place, oblige it to control itself. 

At the Great Convention of 1787, the Framers solved this problem in the best way man 
has yet devised: Make sure no one individual, and no one group of individuals, ever gets too 
much power. 
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They accomplished this in the following ways: 
(1) Carefully limiting the powers of government to those delegated to government by the 
people through the Constitution. 
(2) Dividing the powers of government between federal and state governments. 
(3) Separating the powers of government among legislative, executive and judicial branches. 
(4) Providing checks and balances whereby each branch limits the others' powers. 
(5) Reserving certain rights to the people in such a way that no agency of government, even 
with majority support, can violate those rights. 

Their goal was not that government would be a model of efficiency. Rather, they 
recognized that liberty is a greater value than efficiency; and they hoped to check the powers of 
government to prevent that government from becoming tyrannical. As Thomas Jefferson said, 
"In questions of power, then, let no more be heard of confidence in man, but bind him down 
from mischief by the chains of the Constitution." 

-- JOHN EIDSMOE 


AMERICAN HERO Serving the 


Interests of His Country 


Samuel Barrett Pettengill was a man of many achievements, but it was his four terms 
representing Indiana's 3rd Congressional District in the 1930s that first brought him national 
attention. A self-described "Jeffersonian Democrat," Pettengill at first supported Franklin D. 
Roosevelt's seemingly honest efforts to bring America out of the Great Depression. But, 
increasingly, he found himself at odds with the President. 

When the Roosevelt Administration introduced legislation in 1934 to repudiate the gold 
clause in U.S. Government bonds, Pettengill was one of the few congressmen to vote against the 
measure. In Pettengill's own words: "From that day on my confidence in Mr. Roosevelt was 
shaken, and when in 1937 the Supreme Court Packing bill was handed to Congress, I knew we 
had come to the parting of the ways." 

Pettengill was a major opponent of the "Packing" bill. The first congressman to make a 
public speech against it, he subsequently spoke in fifteen cities and made five nationwide radio 
broadcasts opposing the power-grabbing scheme. The proposal created a national furor and was 
defeated. Between the Court Packing fight and the Roosevelt Administration's dictatorial 
Reorganization bill of 1938 (which was defeated), Pettengill became disgusted with President 
Roosevelt's abandonment of the principles for which he was elected. He decided that four terms 
in Congress were enough and announced he would not seek (almost certain) reelection. 

Pettengill had been reelected in 1936 by the largest majority ever given to a Democratic 
congressional candidate from his district. Moreover, Indiana's GOP Senator Vandenberg told 
Pettengill that, if he changed his mind, he would personally meet with Republican leaders in 
Pettengill's district in South Bend and urge them not to run a candidate against the Hoosier 
Democrat. What's more, Vandenberg would make speeches on Pettengill's behalf! 

Young Sam Pettengill 

Sam Pettengill came into this world in Portland, Oregon on January 19, 1886. His mother 
died when young Sam was just 4 1/2 years old, and within a few years his father brought him and 
his brother Harry back to Grafton, Vermont, where the Pettengills had lived since 1787. The 
boys' uncle, who ran a farm there, would help raise the two motherless youngsters. The 
Pettengills produced most of what they needed right on the farm. Sam recalls: 

We never felt sorry for ourselves. Work was hard and hours were long, but the tensions and 
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irritations of city life were far away. In a self-contained economy such as ours, 

there were many compensations wholly missing today in city life. There never 

was any feeling of insecurity in a job, because there was always a job. The rest of 

the world outside of Vermont could vanish, but we could manage to live. 

Up until age fourteen, Sam Pettengill attended a one-room schoolhouse in Grafton. In 
1900, he and his brother were sent to the Burr and Burton Academy in Manchester, Vermont -- 
alma mater of their father and uncle. Both boys had to work their way through this preparatory 
school -- Sam sawed firewood and mowed lawns. 

Sam went off to Middlebury College in 1904. He worked at the post office for three 
dollars a week and slept on a folding cot in an upstairs room: 

By modern definitions I was certainly included in the ill-fed, ill-clad and ill-housed group. But 
the point is that I never pitied myself or envied others. It never occurred to me to 

do so. I actually was quite proud of myself because I did not and would not write 

home every time I wanted something. 

Years later, when I was in Washington, this experience, which continued 

for many years, kept me from swallowing the false humanitarianism of the New 

Deal which pictured every worthless bum as an exploited patriot and considered 

that a Robin Hood Government which taxed money out of all pockets to support 

the favored charities of the politicians, was the highest form of statesmanship. 

More damage has been done to the moral fibre of the nation by these New Deal 

attitudes in fanning the flames of self-pity and envy than we will be able to 

measure for decades. 

Pettengill entered Yale Law School in 1908, again working his way through, this time by 
managing a string of race horses during the summer racing circuit. Upon graduating, he accepted 
an offer from a classmate to join a law firm in South Bend, Indiana. It was the start of a long 
career in Indiana for the Vermonter, who would not return to his beloved Green Mountain state 
for many years. 

Life After Congress 

In the fall of 1938, Pettengill declined to seek reelection, but his new book, Jefferson, 
The Forgotten Man, played a key role in House races. Two chapters, reprinted as a circular 
entitled "The Purge Comes to America," were widely distributed. The subject was the 
impropriety of Roosevelt's attempt to "purge" uncooperative members of Congress by using the 
powers of the Presidency to influence congressional elections. In 1940, Pettengill completed 
Smoke Screen, "written to demonstrate that we are moving toward National Socialism, and that 
from now on, we should move away from it." (See "Opinion Past," page 60.) 

Pettengill demonstrated amazing insight when he observed that socialism was coming to 
America "through the back door." Perhaps because he had the advantage of observing the triple 
tyrannies of Communism, Fascism, and National Socialism, he did not make the mistake 
common today of considering these forces as opposites. He knew they were simply rivals 
approaching the same goal of subversion of human freedom and free enterprise. 

The former congressman observed that the first point of Karl Marx's platform (i.e., 
"Centralization of credit in the hands of the State by means of a national bank with state capital 
and an exclusive monopoly"), had already come to America. He showed that this proposal 
appeared first as a "Declaration of Principle" of the Socialist Party, then in the writings of 
Professor Rexford Guy Tugwell, and finally in the form of an undistributed profits tax. Pettengill 
blamed this tax as a chief contributing factor to the crash of 1937. 
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Pettengill showed how government takes a larger share of corporate profits than the 
stockholders, and not only saps the life out of private enterprise, but actually destroys the true 
social security of the private sector, offering state socialism in its place. He concluded: 

Many will say that we have not yet gone National Socialist, and may approve our course thus 
far. But even these must admit that we cannot continue long in the present 

direction without coming late or soon to National Socialism. 

Following the total rout of Republican presidential candidate Wendell Wilkie in the 1940 
election, the GOP was in dire straits. To whom did the Republicans turn for their next Finance 
Chairman? None other than lifelong Democrat Samuel B. Pettengill. Sam's reputation and 
sincere speaking manner helped revive the Republicans and reestablish something resembling a 
two-party system. 

A Man of Many Talents 

Pettengill remained an activist through his writing and speeches. While still practicing 
law, he served as a radio commentator for the American Broadcasting Company in the late 
1940s. He was especially proud of a proposal he wrote at the request of the Indiana Legislature, 
adopted as House Concurrent Resolution number 2. (See reproduction.) The measure debunked 
the myth of "federal aid" and urged Indiana (and all states) "to tax ourselves and take care of 
ourselves ... we will resist Washington, D.C. adopting us." 

When the time came for retirement, Samuel Pettengill returned to his ancestral hometown 
of Grafton, Vermont with his second wife, Helen (they had both been widowed). He founded the 
Grafton Historical Society in 1962 and established a museum in the town's historic post office. 

Pettengill spent seven years of his retirement working in the study of his beloved home, 
Robin Lawn, writing The Yankee Pioneers -- A Saga of Courage, the story of early pioneers in 
Vermont and New Hampshire. An abridged version of the book has been used in many 
schoolrooms, fulfilling Pettengill's hope that the younger generation might learn to be proud of 
their heritage. 

At a memorial service held for Pettengill in Grafton on May 29, 1974, the Reverend 
Norman Vincent Peale noted: "Had he been less honest, he might have been President. But he 
was a man not interested in Sam Pettengill, but in his country." 

-- WARREN P. MASS 


85th General Assembly 
STATE OF INDIANA 


House Concurrent Resolution No. 2 

Indiana needs no guardian and intends to have none. We Hoosiers -- like the people of 
our sister states -- were fooled for quite a spell with the magician's trick that a dollar taxed out of 
our pockets and sent to Washington, will be bigger when it comes back to us. We have taken a 
good look at said dollar. We find that it lost weight on its journey to Washington and back. The 
political brokerage of the bureaucrats has been deducted. We have decided that there is no such 
thing as "federal" aid. We know that there is no wealth to tax that is not already within the 
boundaries of the 48 states. 

So we propose henceforward to tax ourselves and take care of ourselves. We are fed up 
with subsidies, doles and paternalism. We are no one's stepchild. We have grown up. We serve 
notice that we will resist Washington, D.C. adopting us. 
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Be it resolved, by the House of Representatives of the General Assembly of the State of 
Indiana, the Senate concurring: That we respectfully petition and urge Indiana's Congressmen 
and Senators to vote to fetch our county court house and city halls back from Pennsylvania 
Avenue. We want government to come home. Resolved, further, that we call upon the 
legislatures of our sister states and on good citizens everywhere who believe in the basic 
principles of Lincoln and Jefferson to join with us, and we with them to restore the American 
Republic and our 48 states to the foundations built by our fathers. 


This message for activists is excerpted from Samuel B. Pettengill's book Smoke Screen, 
published in 1940. 


What can the average citizen do to preserve constitutional government and our system of 
free enterprise? 

There are many things he can do in his capacity as a citizen of his home community and 
of his state as well as a citizen of the nation. 

In my judgment, however, the most important single thing he can do is to send strong 
men to Congress. 

By that I mean Senators and Representatives of character, courage, and loyalty to free 
institutions. 

This effort should be wholly nonpartisan. The real division today is not between the 
Democratic and Republican parties as history knows them. It is between the men and women in 
both great parties on the one hand who believe in the free institutions which have made this the 
greatest nation in the world; and on the other hand those who are willing to confess that our great 
effort to be free has failed, and we must now submit our fate to a government which, whatever its 
name or label, will be a species of National Socialism. 

It is an issue upon which Democrats and Republicans can stand together and must stand 
together if what Abraham Lincoln called "this last best hope of earth" is to be the legacy of our 
children. 

The election of strong men to House and Senate this year is, of course, of extraordinary 
importance, but two years from now and four years from now, and thereafter, the importance will 
not be less. 

In the face of the totalitarian tide that is now sweeping over a war-mad world, the 
necessity, "that this Nation under God shall have a new birth of freedom" is greater today than it 
was then. That need is probably greater today than it was even when Washington lived. 

If we are to have this new birth of freedom we must strengthen the Congress of the 
United States. We should retain in Congress those Senators and Representatives, both 
Republican and Democrat, who have demonstrated under fire their loyalty to fundamental 
principles and the courage to defend them. We have an especial obligation to those who made a 
brave fight for the independence of Congress and the independence of the courts. 

While retaining these men we should replace those Senators and Representatives who 
have not demonstrated this loyalty nor this courage. 

We cannot disregard the human factor in government. All government is necessarily 
administered by MEN. The strength of free institutions depends upon the strength of the MEN 
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who administer free institutions. 

The necessity for a strong Congress is greater today than it has ever been, for two reasons 
at least: 

First, because the Supreme Court of the United States is no longer a predictable body. 

Second, Supreme Court decisions already made in effect vest in Congress tremendous 
powers that heretofore we had not thought Congress possessed. What has occurred in the past 
few years has been in effect the equivalent of an amendment of the Constitution of the United 
States by judicial interpretation of the most far reaching consequence. 

The greater the power, the greater the necessity that it be exercised wisely and 
courageously .... 

At the present time the attention of the nation is largely and somewhat hysterically 
centered upon the question of who will be nominated and elected President of the United States 
during the next four years. But the nomination and election of a President is not going to pay the 
national debt. It is not automatically going to cure unemployment either of idle dollars or idle 
men. It is not going to balance the budget. It is not going to stop deficits. It will not reduce taxes. 
It will not prevent the threat some day in the future of inflation, repudiation or national 
bankruptcy. It may not keep us out of war. 

Any man who is President of the United States by virtue of his commanding position may 
greatly aid in these matters, but he cannot accomplish them. If legislation is wise there is a good 
chance it will be wisely administered, but if the legislation is bad, even the best administration 
cannot cure the evil. 

With a strong Congress an ambitious President can do little harm, and with a weak 
Congress a strong President can do little good. 

The judiciary can interpret only such laws as Congress enacts and the executive can 
administer only such laws as Congress enacts. Congress is the originating body both in 
legislation, taxation and the appropriation of public funds. 

The fact is that your beliefs can be translated into political action far more effectively by 
your vote for Congressman and Senator than for President of the United States. 

* * 2 

Many people seem to think that in a body as large as Congress -- 435 members of the 
House, 96 in the Senate, 531 in all -- that the vote of the individual Congressman or Senator is 
submerged by the number. What people do not sufficiently realize is that the work of Congress is 
chiefly done by its committees .... it is the committee that determines whether bills should be 
reported favorably or not. In the smaller group of the congressional committee the importance of 
even one strong Congressman increases greatly. 

* * * 

Without making a false hero out of anyone, the fact remains! that the legislative branch is 
the heart of free institutions. Freedom has always risen or declined with the strength or weakness 
of the legislative body. It can be safely stated that no legislature ever destroyed the liberty of its 
constituents so long as it retained the powers given it by them. As Thomas Jefferson said, "The 
authority of Congress can never be weakened without injury to the Union." We have seen this 
proved in the last few years. 
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